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JANESVILLE ASHBEDS (JAB)
JANESVILLE OLD LANDFILL ("1978")
JANESVILLE OLD DUMP ("1963")
JANESVILLE NEW LANDFILL ("1985")

(COLLECTIVELY REFERRED TO AS THE JANESVILLE DISPOSAL FACILITY (JDF), LOCATED IN JANESVILLE, WISCONSIN).

#DR
STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE:

THIS DECISION DOCUMENT PRESENTS THE SELECTED REMEDIAL ACTION FOR THE JANESVILLE ASHBEDS AND THE JANESVILLE
OLD LANDFILL SITES (BOTH SITES ARE ON THE NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST (NPL)), AND THE CONTIGUOUS SITES,
JANESVILLE OLD DUMP AND THE JANESVILLE NEW LANDFILL SITES (COLLECTIVELY REFERRED TO AS THE JANESVILLE
DISPOSAL FACILITIES OR JDF), LOCATED IN JANESVILLE, WISCONSIN.  THE DECISION HAS BEEN DEVELOPED IN ACCORDANCE
WITH CERCLA, AS AMENDED BY SARA, AND IN ACCORDANCE WITH RCRA.  THIS DECISION IS BASED ON THE ADMINISTRATIVE
RECORD FOR THIS SITE.  THE ATTACHED INDEX IDENTIFIES THE ITEMS THAT COMPRISE THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD, UPON
WHICH THE SELECTION OF THE REMEDIAL ACTION IS BASED.

THE STATE OF WISCONSIN HAS CONCURRED WITH THE SELECTED REMEDY.  THE LETTER OF CONCURRENCE IS ATTACHED TO THE
RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) PACKAGE.

#DE
DECLARATION:

THE SELECTED REMEDIES ARE PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT, ATTAIN FEDERAL AND STATE
REQUIREMENTS THAT ARE APPLICABLE, OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE, TO THE REMEDIAL ACTION.  THESE REMEDIES
UTILIZE PERMANENT SOLUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVE TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE FOR THIS
SITE.  THE REMEDIES FOR THE JDF DO UTILIZE TREATMENT AS A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT OF THE REMEDY, AS PER STATUTORY
PREFERENCE.

BECAUSE THIS REMEDY WILL RESULT IN HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES REMAINING ON-SITE ABOVE HEALTH-BASED LEVELS, A REVIEW
WILL BE CONDUCTED WITHIN 5 YEARS AFTER COMMENCEMENT OF THE REMEDIAL ACTION, TO ENSURE THAT THE REMEDY
CONTINUES TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.

DECEMBER 29, 1989                      VALDAS V. ADAMKUS
DATE                                   REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR

#SLD
I.  SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

TWO SITES INCLUDED ON THE NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST (NPL), THE JANESVILLE ASHBEDS ("JAB") AND THE JANESVILLE
OLD LANDFILL (THE "1978 SITE", CLOSED IN 1978), HAVE BEEN COMBINED IN THIS RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) ALONG
WITH TWO NON-NPL SITES, THE JANESVILLE OLD DUMP (THE "1963 SITE", CLOSED IN 1963) AND THE JANESVILLE NEW
LANDFILL (THE "1985 SITE", CLOSED IN 1985).  TOGETHER, THESE FOUR SITES COMPRISE THE JANESVILLE DISPOSAL
FACILITY ("JDF").  THE JDF IS LOCATED IN THE NORTH WEST CORNER OF JANESVILLE, WISCONSIN (SEE FIGURE 1) AND
OCCUPIES A TOTAL OF APPROXIMATELY 65 ACRES SOUTH OF BLACK BRIDGE ROAD AND EAST OF THE CHICAGO-MILWAUKEE
RAILROAD.  THE ROCK RIVER IS LOCATED APPROXIMATELY 1200 FEET TO THE WEST OF  JDF.  THE JANESVILLE CURRENTLY
OPERATING LANDFILL IS LOCATED IMMEDIATELY NORTH OF JDF, WAS NOT ADDRESSED IN THE JDF STUDY AND IS NOT
ADDRESSED IN THIS ROD.  INDIVIDUAL SITE LOCATIONS (SEE FIGURE 2) AND DESCRIPTIONS ARE AS FOLLOWS:

A)  THE JANESVILLE OLD DUMP SITE ("1963 SITE") OPERATED FROM 1950 UNTIL 1963, OCCUPIES APPROXIMATELY 15 ACRES
AND IS LOCATED AT THE WESTERN PORTION OF THE JDF.  THE "1963" SITE OPERATED AS GENERAL REFUSE DUMP ACCEPTING
UNKNOWN TYPES OF WASTES.  THE "1963" SITE WAS AN ABANDONED SAND AND GRAVEL PIT.  THE JANESVILLE ASHBEDS ARE
LOCATED ATOP THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF THE "1963" SITE AND A RECYCLING FIRM NOW OCCUPIES THE NORTHEAST PORTION
OF THE SITE.  THE "1963" SITE IS NOT ON THE NPL, BUT IS INCLUDED IN THIS ROD BECAUSE OF ITS PROXIMITY TO THE
JAB AND BECAUSE IT IS A SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT UNIT UNDER THE COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE,
COMPENSATION, AND LIABILITY ACT OF 1980, AS AMENDED (CERCLA)/RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA)



CONSENT ORDER.  THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI) HAS SHOWN THAT THE "1963" SITE MAY BE CONTRIBUTING TO THE
GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION DOWNGRADIENT OF THE JDF.

B)  THE JANESVILLE OLD LANDFILL ("1978 SITE") OPERATED FROM 1963 UNTIL 1978, OCCUPIES APPROXIMATELY 18 ACRES
AND IS LOCATED IN THE CENTRAL PORTION OF THE JDF.  THE "1978" SITE ACCEPTED BOTH MUNICIPAL AND INDUSTRIAL
WASTES, INCLUDING DRIED SLUDGES FROM THE JANESVILLE ASHBEDS AND WAS LICENSED BY THE WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF
NATURAL RESOURCES (WDNR).  THE "1978" SITE WAS AN ABANDONED SAND AND GRAVEL PIT.  THE "1978" SITE DOES NOT
HAVE ANY BOTTOM OR SIDE LINERS, BUT WAS CAPPED WITH VARIABLE SOILS, INCLUDING SILTY SAND, SANDY CLAY, AND
SAND AND GRAVEL, AT THE TIME OF ITS CLOSURE IN 1978.  THE "1978" SITE WAS LISTED ON THE NPL ON SEPTEMBER 21,
1984 AFTER IT WAS SHOWN THAT THE GROUNDWATER AROUND THE SITE WAS CONTAMINATED WITH INORGANIC AND ORGANIC
COMPOUNDS.

C)  THE JANESVILLE NEW LANDFILL ("1985 SITE") OPERATED FROM 1978 UNTIL 1985, OCCUPIES APPROXIMATELY 16 ACRES
AND IS LOCATED ON THE EASTERN SIDE OF THE JDF.  THE "1985" SITE ACCEPTED MUNICIPAL AND INDUSTRIAL WASTES
INCLUDING DRIED SLUDGES FROM THE JANESVILLE ASHBEDS AND WAS LICENSED TO ACCEPT SOLID WASTES BY THE WDNR.  THE
"1985" SITE IS NOT ON THE NPL, BUT IS INCLUDED IN THIS ROD BECAUSE OF ITS PROXIMITY TO THE "1978" SITE AND
BECAUSE IT IS A RCRA REGULATED UNIT UNDER THE CERCLA/RCRA CONSENT ORDER. THE "1985" SITE IS REGULATED UNDER
THE FEDERAL RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) AS A FACILITY THAT CLOSED UNDER INTERIM STATUS. 
THE "1985" SITE IS LOCATED IN AN EXTENSION OF THE SAME ABANDONED SAND AND GRAVEL PIT AS IS THE "1978" SITE. 
THE "1985" SITE HAS CLAY LINERS AND SIDING AND WAS CAPPED WITH CLAY WHEN IT CLOSED IN 1985.  THE SITE ALSO
HAS A LEACHATE COLLECTION SYSTEM.  THE "1985" SITE HAS HAD A HISTORY OF POOR CAP MAINTENANCE AND HIGH LEVELS
OF GAS EMISSIONS.  THE RI HAS SHOWN THAT THE "1985" SITE MAY BE CONTRIBUTING TO THE GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION
AT THE JDF, IS CONTRIBUTING TO THE CONTAMINATION OF THE AIR AROUND THE JDF, AND HAS EXCESSIVELY HIGH LEACHATE
HEAD LEVELS WITHIN THE LEACHATE COLLECTION WELLS.

D)  THE JANESVILLE ASHBEDS OR "JAB", OPERATED FROM 1974 TO 1985 AND ARE LOCATED ON TOP OF THE NORTHWEST
CORNER OF THE "1963" SITE.  JAB CONSISTED OF FIVE (5) ASHBEDS IN WHICH INDUSTRIAL LIQUIDS AND SLUDGES WERE
DEPOSITED AND ALLOWED TO EVAPORATE OR DRY.  THE RESULTANT DRIED SLUDGE WAS THEN DISPOSED OF IN THE "1978"
SITE, AND UPON ITS CLOSURE, THE DRIED SLUDGE WAS DISPOSED OF IN THE "1985" SITE.  THE WDNR ISSUED A PLAN
APPROVAL FOR THE JAB IN 1974 AND IT WAS LICENSED TO ACCEPT HAZARDOUS WASTES BY THE WDNR IN 1983.  THE SITE
HAS BEEN RCRA REGULATED SINCE NOVEMBER 1980.  THE JAB SITE WAS LISTED ON THE NPL ON SEPTEMBER 21, 1984 AFTER
IT WAS SHOWN THAT THE GROUNDWATER AROUND THE SITE WAS CONTAMINATED WITH INORGANIC AND ORGANIC COMPOUNDS. 
BEGINNING IN 1983, PORTIONS OF THE JAB WERE CLOSED, WITH THE WHOLE SITE CLOSING IN 1985. CLOSURE OF THE JAB
CONSISTED OF EXCAVATING MOST OF THE CONTAMINATED SOILS, BACKFILLING, AND CAPPING WITH CLAY.  PRESENTLY, AN
ABANDONED ASH PILE REMAINS ON SITE.

THE ROCK RIVER (SEE FIGURES 1 AND 2) IS THE PRIMARY SURFACE WATER BODY IN THE JDF AREA, FLOWING FROM NORTH TO
SOUTH IN THE VICINITY OF JDF.  THE ROCK RIVER IS CONSIDERED AN EFFLUENT STREAM WITH GROUNDWATER DISCHARGE
SUPPLYING BASE FLOW CONDITIONS.  OTHER WATER BODIES LOCATED NEAR THE JDF ARE THE EXCAVATIONS CREATED BY THE
SAND AND GRAVEL MINING.  ONE POND IS LOCATED IMMEDIATELY SOUTH OF THE "1978" AND "1985" SITES.  THESE
EXCAVATION PONDS ARE THOUGHT TO BE IN DIRECT CONTACT WITH THE GROUNDWATER.

THE JDF AREA IS UNDERLAIN BY SAND AND GRAVEL OUTWASH DEPOSITS AND GROUNDWATER IS PRESENT UNDER WATER TABLE
CONDITIONS.  THE THICKNESS OF THE SAND AND GRAVEL DEPOSITS VARIES FROM APPROXIMATELY 80 TO 350 FEET IN THE
IMMEDIATE VICINITY OF THE JDF.  THE DEPTH TO GROUNDWATER VARIES WITH TOPOGRAPHIC ELEVATION, BUT GENERALLY IS
80 TO 100 FEET BELOW GROUND SURFACE IN THE UPLAND AREAS AND WITHIN 10 FEET IN THE LOW LYING FLOOD PLAIN AREAS
DIRECTLY ADJACENT TO THE RIVER.  THE GROUNDWATER DISCHARGES INTO THE ROCK RIVER.  GROUNDWATER FLOW DIRECTION
IN THE JDF IS TOWARD THE SOUTHWEST; TOWARD THE ROCK RIVER.  THERE ARE NO MUNICIPAL SUPPLY WELLS IN THE
IMMEDIATE PROXIMITY OF THE JDF AND NO PRIVATE WELLS EXIST IN THE LINE OF THE PLUME BETWEEN THE JDF AND THE
ROCK RIVER.  THE CLOSEST DOWNGRADIENT PRIVATE WELL IS A HIGH CAPACITY WELL ONCE USED FOR INDUSTRIAL PURPOSES
AT THE PARKER PEN COMPANY, BUT PRESENTLY PARKER PEN COMPANY IS CONNECTED TO CITY WATER AND NO LONGER USES THE
WELL.  APPROXIMATELY 47 PRIVATE WATER SUPPLY WELLS ARE LOCATED NORTH OF BLACK BRIDGE ROAD AND WEST OF US HWY
51.  THESE WELLS ARE CONSIDERED TO BE UPGRADIENT OR SOMEWHAT SIDEGRADIENT OF THE JDF.

#SHEASS
II. SITE HISTORY, ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES AND SITE STUDIES



A.  SITE HISTORY

1.  THE "1963" SITE WAS CLOSED IN 1963 AFTER REACHING CAPACITY.  THE SITE WAS AN UNENGINEERED DISPOSAL AREA
WITH NO LINER, LEACHATE COLLECTION SYSTEM OR CAP.  BASED ON INFORMATION PROVIDED BY THE CITY OF JANESVILLE,
CLOSURE OF THE "1963" SITE CONSISTED OF THE PLACEMENT OF A FINAL COVER OVER THE SITE.  THE MATERIAL USED FOR
THE COVER WAS OBTAINED FROM A BORROW SOURCE NEAR THE SITE AND THE NATURE OF THE MATERIALS WAS NOT DOCUMENTED.

2.  THE "1978" SITE WAS CLOSED IN 1978 AFTER REACHING ITS CAPACITY.  IT ALSO WAS CONSTRUCTED WITHOUT A LINER
OR LEACHATE COLLECTION SYSTEM, BUT WAS CAPPED WITH A 2 FOOT LAYER OF CLAYEY MATERIAL. 

3.  THE "1985" SITE WAS ALSO CLOSED AFTER REACHING ITS DESIGN CAPACITY.  THE "1985" SITE WAS CONSTRUCTED WITH
A 5 FOOT THICK CLAY LINER AND LEACHATE COLLECTION SYSTEM.  THE LEACHATE IS COLLECTED AND DISCHARGED TO A CITY
OF JANESVILLE SANITARY SEWER.  THE LANDFILL WAS CAPPED WITH 2 FEET OF CLAY INSTALLED IN TWO 1 FOOT LIFTS
COMPACTED IN PLACE.  FINAL CLOSURE ACTIVITIES, IN COMPLIANCE WITH WISCONSIN ADMINISTRATIVE CODE INTERIM
STATUS CHAPTER NR 181.44(12), WERE COMPLETED BY OCTOBER 19, 1985.  FOLLOWING THE FINAL SHAPING OF THE SITE
AND PLACEMENT OF THE CLAY COVER, 6 INCHES OF TOPSOIL, SEED, FERTILIZER AND MULCH WERE APPLIED. FACILITY
CLOSURE DOCUMENTATION APPROVAL WAS RECEIVED FROM THE WDNR ON NOVEMBER 11, 1986 AND THE CITY OF JANESVILLE
RESPONDED TO THE CONDITIONS IN THE WDNR CLOSURE APPROVAL LETTER ON APRIL 8, 1987.

4.  JAB BEDS 1 AND 2 WERE CLOSED IN 1983 AND 1984.  BED 1 WAS EXCAVATED IN JANUARY 1983 BY THE CITY OF
JANESVILLE AND 1,175 TONS OF THE EXCAVATED MATERIAL WAS PLACED IN THE "1985" SITE.  BED 2 WAS EXCAVATED TO A
DEPTH APPROXIMATELY 3 FEET BELOW THE BOTTOM OF THE WASTE, IN APRIL OF 1984.  APPROXIMATELY 3,175 TONS OF
MATERIAL WAS LOADED INTO LICENSED HAZARDOUS WASTE HAULING TRUCKS AND DISPOSED OF AT BROWNING FERRIS INC.
(BFI) FACILITY IN WINTHROP HARBOR, ILLINOIS.  MISCELLANEOUS RUBBLE MATERIAL WAS ENCOUNTERED AT THE BASE OF
THE EXCAVATIONS IN BEDS 1 AND 2 AND THE EXCAVATED AREAS WERE BACKFILLED WITH SAND AND GRAVEL TO COMPLIMENT
THE SURROUNDING GRADE.  BEDS 3, 4 AND 5 WERE CLOSED COMPLETELY IN 1985 FOLLOWING A REQUEST BY THE US EPA AND
THE WDNR THAT NO MORE WASTE BE ACCEPTED AFTER THE SUMMER OF 1985.  THE REMAINING WASTES IN BEDS 3, 4 AND 5
WERE REMOVED BY BACKHOE, LOADED ONTO TRUCKS, AND DISPOSED OF AT AN OFF-SITE LICENSED HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL
SITE.  AFTER ANALYSIS OF THE UNDERLYING CLAY LINERS, THE REMAINING CONTAMINATED MATERIAL IN THE THREE BEDS
WERE REMOVED.  FOLLOWING THIS CLEANUP, EACH BED WAS BACKFILLED WITH ON-SITE SAND AND GRAVEL TO A HEIGHT
CONSISTENT WITH THE SURROUNDING CONTOURS AND CAPPED WITH 2 FEET OF CLAY.  THE CLAY COVER WAS GRADED, SLOPED,
AND COVERED WITH 6 INCHES OF TOP SOIL AND SEEDED.  FINAL FACILITY CLOSURE DOCUMENTATION APPROVAL WAS RECEIVED
FROM THE WDNR ON NOVEMBER 10, 1986 AND THE CITY OF JANESVILLE RESPONDED TO THE CONDITIONS IN THE WDNR CLOSURE
APPROVAL LETTER ON DECEMBER 9, 1986.

B.  ENFORCEMENT

PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENTS, SITE INSPECTION REPORTS AND HAZARD RANKING SYSTEM ("HRS") SCORING PACKAGES, ALL
CONDUCTED IN 1983, FOR THE JAB AND THE "1978" SITES INDICATED THAT THERE EXISTS ACTUAL OR POTENTIAL FOR
RELEASES OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES INTO THE ENVIRONMENT WHICH MAY POSE A RISK TO HUMANS AND/OR THE ENVIRONMENT. 
THE SITES' HRS SCORES WERE HIGH ENOUGH (ABOVE THE 28.5 CUT OFF) SO THAT BOTH SITES WERE INCLUDED ON THE NPL
IN SEPTEMBER 1983.

NOTICE LETTERS INFORMING 24 POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTIES ("PRPS") (INCLUDING THE SITES' OWNER/OPERATOR,
WASTE GENERATORS AND TRANSPORTERS) OF THEIR POTENTIAL CERCLA LIABILITY FOR THE JAB AND "1978" SITES, AND
OFFERING THEM THE OPPORTUNITY TO PERFORM THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY ("RI/FS"), WERE MAILED
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL ON NOVEMBER 27, 1985.  DURING THE COURSE OF THE RI/FS NEGOTIATIONS, IT WAS AGREED BY ALL
PARTIES TO COMBINE THE FOUR SITES THAT COMPRISE JDF INTO A SINGLE RI/FS UNDER THE JOINT AUTHORITY OF CERCLA
AND RCRA.  THE US EPA, WDNR AND 15 PRPS SIGNED A CONSENT ORDER UNDER THE JOINT AUTHORITY OF CERCLA AND RCRA
IN THE FALL OF 1986, WITH THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF DECEMBER 8, 1986.  THE CONSENT ORDER SETS FORTH THE AGREEMENT
THAT THE PRPS WILL CONDUCT AN RI/FS AT THE JDF UNDER THE DIRECT GUIDANCE OF THE US EPA AND THE WDNR.  THE
PRPS HIRED WARZYN ENGINEERING, INC. TO CONDUCT THE RI/FS.

NEGOTIATIONS FOR THE REMEDIAL DESIGN/REMEDIAL ACTION (RD/RA) WITH THE PRPS WILL PROCEED ACCORDING TO US EPA
GENERAL GUIDANCES AND POLICIES.  THE PARTICIPANTS IN THE NEGOTIATIONS WILL LIKELY INCLUDE THE PRPS, WDNR AND
CERCLA AND RCRA OFFICES OF US EPA.



C.  SITE STUDIES

THE JDF AREA HAS BEEN THE SUBJECT OF MANY INDEPENDENT STUDIES TO DETERMINE SPECIFICS FOR EACH OF THE
INDIVIDUAL SITES.  SOME OF THESE STUDIES/REPORTS DEAL WITH THE RCRA REQUIREMENTS OF THE JAB AND THE "1985"
SITE.  THE PAST STUDIES/REPORTS CAN BE FOUND WITHIN THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD AS REFERENCED IN THE
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX ATTACHED TO THIS ROD.  THE RI REPORT, THE FS REPORT AND THE PRELIMINARY HEALTH
ASSESSMENTS FOR JAB AND THE "1978" SITES ARE ALSO INCLUDED IN THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD AND THEIR RESULTS ARE
SUMMARIZED IN THIS ROD AS FOLLOWS:

1.   PRELIMINARY HEALTH ASSESSMENTS FOR JAB AND "1978" SITES:

PRELIMINARY HEALTH ASSESSMENTS FOR JAB AND THE "1978" SITE WERE CONDUCTED BY THE WISCONSIN DIVISION OF HEALTH
AND PREPARED FOR THE AGENCY FOR TOXIC SUBSTANCE AND DISEASE REGISTRY (ATSDR) AS PER SECTION 104(I)(7)(A) OF
CERCLA.  THE REPORTS ARE DATED APRIL 14, 1989, BUT UTILIZED DATA GATHERED ONLY THROUGH THE FIRST ROUND OF THE
RI.  THE HEALTH ASSESSMENTS' CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS STATE THAT CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER IS THE MAIN
CONCERN AT THIS TIME, AND RECOMMENDS THAT THE RESIDENTIAL WELLS LOCATED TO THE NORTHWEST OF JDF BE TESTED. 
THE ASSESSMENTS ALSO RECOMMENDED THAT MORE WORK BE DONE TO EVALUATE THE POTENTIAL OF AIR CONTAMINATION AND
THAT MORE INFORMATION BE OBTAINED REGARDING THE MUNICIPAL WELLS.  MOST, IF NOT ALL, OF ATSDR'S CONCERNS WERE
ADDRESSED IN SUBSEQUENT RI PHASES, INCLUDING THE SAMPLING OF THE RESIDENTIAL WELLS LOCATED TO THE NORTHWEST
OF JDF.  THE HEALTH ASSESSMENT ALSO RECOMMENDED THAT AIR SAMPLES FOR VOLATILE ORGANICS BE CONDUCTED IN
RESIDENCES THAT LIE OVER THE CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER PLUME.  THIS SAMPLING NEEDS TO BE CONDUCTED BEFORE OR
DURING THE DESIGN OF THE GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION.

2.   REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI) REPORT

THE RI FIELD WORK BEGAN IN SEPTEMBER, 1987 AND WAS COMPLETED IN MARCH, 1989.  THE RI AT THE JDF CONSISTED OF
THE INSTALLATION OF GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS, LEACHATE HEADWELLS AND GAS PROBES TO BE COMBINED WITH THE
EXISTING WELLS AND PROBES TO ENABLE EXTENSIVE SAMPLING OF THE LEACHATE, GROUNDWATER AND GAS AT AND AROUND THE
JDF.  SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENTS FROM THE POND LOCATED IMMEDIATELY SOUTH OF THE "1978" AND "1985" SITE WERE
SAMPLED AS WELL AS SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENTS FROM THE ROCK RIVER.  THE RI REPORT, WITH AN ENDANGERMENT
ASSESSMENT ("EA") INCLUDED, WAS COMPLETED ON JULY 20, 1989.  THE RI REPORT AS WELL AS THE RI WORK PLAN AND
QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN, ARE PART OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD.

THE RI CONSISTED OF FIVE ROUNDS OF SAMPLING WITH THE FOLLOWING MEDIA AND PARAMETERS INVOLVED:  (SAMPLE
LOCATIONS ARE LABELED IN FIGURE 3)

ROUND I - SAMPLED SELECT GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS (14) AND LEACHATE WELLS (7) FOR THE FULL SCAN OF 
TARGET COMPOUND LIST PARAMETERS AND INDICATOR PARAMETERS TO DETERMINE IF PARAMETERS COULD BE DELETED FROM  
FUTURE ROUNDS OF SAMPLING.  RCRA APPENDIX IX PARAMETERS WERE ALSO SAMPLED FOR DURING ROUND I.  (DECEMBER 1-5,
1987)

ROUND II - 44 GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS AND 10 SURFACE WATER LOCATIONS WITHIN THE ROCK RIVER AND THE POND
SOUTH OF THE 1985 AND 1978 SITES WERE SAMPLED FOR VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS (VOCS), SEMI-VOLATILES, METALS,
CYANIDE AND INDICATOR PARAMETERS.  (APRIL 18-21, 1988)

ROUND III - 44 GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS AND 10 SURFACE WATER AND SIX SEDIMENT LOCATIONS WITHIN THE ROCK
RIVER AND THE POND SOUTH OF THE 1985 AND 1978 SITES WERE SAMPLED FOR VOCS, METALS, CYANIDE AND INDICATOR
PARAMETERS.  (JULY 11-15, 1988)

ROUND IV - FIRST ROUND OF AIR SAMPLING FOR VOCS AND PARTICULATES FROM LEACHATE WELLS, GAS VENTS, SEWER BLOWER
AND THE AMBIENT AIR.  (SEPTEMBER 26 AND 27, 1988)

ROUND V - SECOND ROUND OF AIR SAMPLING FOR VOCS AND PARTICULATES FROM LEACHATE WELLS, GAS VENTS, SEWER BLOWER
AND THE AMBIENT AIR.  (DECEMBER 8 AND 9, 1988)

SIX RESIDENTIAL DRINKING WATER WELLS, LOCATED TO THE NORTHWEST OF THE JDF, WERE SAMPLED FOR VOCS ONLY BY THE
US EPA ON MARCH 27, 1989.  THE PURPOSE OF THESE SAMPLES WAS TO SCREEN THE RESIDENTIAL WELLS TO DETERMINE IF



THE CONCLUSIONS FROM THE DRAFT RI WERE CORRECT, AND TO DETERMINE IF MORE INVESTIGATION MAY BE WARRANTED.  NO
VOCS WERE DETECTED IN THESE WELLS THAT COULD BE ATTRIBUTED TO THE JDF, BUT THE RESIDENTIAL AREA SHALL
CONTINUE TO BE MONITORED.

3.   FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS) REPORT

THE FS REPORT WAS SUBMITTED IN DRAFT FORM BY THE RESPONDENTS TO THE US EPA ON AUGUST 7, 1989.  COMMENTS WERE
MADE BY THE US EPA AND THE WDNR AND THE REPORT WAS RELEASED FOR PUBLIC COMMENT ON AUGUST 21, 1989.

#CR
III.  COMMUNITY RELATIONS

AN RI/FS PUBLIC MEETING WAS HELD ON AUGUST 13, 1987 TO INFORM THE LOCAL RESIDENTS OF THE SUPERFUND PROCESS
AND ABOUT THE WORK TO BE CONDUCTED UNDER THE RI.  MANY OF THE ISSUES RAISED BY THE COMMUNITY INVOLVED THE
CURRENTLY OPERATING LANDFILL NORTH OF BLACK BRIDGE ROAD, GENERAL HEALTH RELATED TOPICS AND CONCERN ABOUT
ODORS CAUSED BY CURRENT AND PAST LANDFILL ACTIVITIES.

TWO INFORMATION REPOSITORIES HAVE BEEN ESTABLISHED:  AT THE JANESVILLE PUBLIC LIBRARY, 316 SOUTH MAIN STREET,
JANESVILLE, WISCONSIN AND AT THE JANESVILLE MUNICIPAL BUILDING, 18 NORTH JACKSON STREET, JANESVILLE,
WISCONSIN.  ACCORDING TO SECTION 113(K)(1) OF CERCLA, THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD HAS BEEN MADE AVAILABLE TO
THE PUBLIC AT THE JANESVILLE PUBLIC LIBRARY.

A PUBLIC MEETING, ATTENDED BY NEARLY 40 RESIDENTS, WAS HELD ON MAY 31, 1989 TO DISCUSS THE FINDINGS OF THE
RI.  THE WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH WAS ALSO PRESENT AT THE MEETING AND DISCUSSED HEALTH RELATED ISSUES
AND THE PRELIMINARY HEALTH ASSESSMENT.

THE DRAFT FS AND THE PROPOSED PLAN WERE AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC COMMENT FROM AUGUST 21, THROUGH SEPTEMBER 15,
1989.  A PUBLIC MEETING WAS HELD ON AUGUST 30, 1989 TO PRESENT THE PROPOSED PLAN AND THE FS REPORT.  COMMENTS
RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND THE US EPA'S RESPONSES TO THOSE COMMENTS ARE INCLUDED IN THE
ATTACHED RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY.  THE PROVISIONS OF SECTIONS 113(K)(2)(B)(I) - (V) AND 117 OF CERCLA HAVE
BEEN SATISFIED.

#SRRA
IV. SCOPE AND ROLE OF THE RESPONSE ACTION

THE SCOPE OF THIS RESPONSE ACTION IS TO PROVIDE A FINAL REMEDY TO ADDRESS THE CONTAMINATION AND POTENTIAL
CONTAMINATION CAUSED BY THE WASTE DISPOSED OF IN EACH OF THE JDF SITES.  THE RESPONSE ACTION WILL ADDRESS THE
PRINCIPAL THREATS CAUSED BY THE SITES, SUCH AS THE GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION BETWEEN THE JDF AND THE ROCK
RIVER AND THE AIR CONTAMINATION AT AND NEAR THE "1978" AND "1985" SITES.  THE FINAL REMEDY WILL ALSO INCLUDE
CAP REPAIR OR ENHANCEMENT FOR EACH OF THE FOUR UNITS WITHIN THE JDF AND SINCE WASTES WILL REMAIN ON-SITE,
PERIODIC MONITORING WILL NEED TO BE MAINTAINED, AS WELL AS A REVIEW OF CONDITIONS AFTER 5 YEARS.

#SCSCSR
V.  SUMMARY OF CURRENT SITE CONDITIONS AND SITE RISKS

THE RI/FS REPORTS HAVE ADEQUATELY DESCRIBED THE CURRENT CONDITIONS OF THE FOUR SITES WITHIN THE JDF. 
CONTAMINANTS DETECTED AT JDF, THEIR CONCENTRATIONS AND THE AFFECTED MEDIA ARE SUMMARIZED IN TABLE 1. 
CONTAMINANTS FOUND THAT CAN BE ASSOCIATED WITH SPECIFIC SOURCES OR SITES AND SPECIFIC MEDIA WITHIN THOSE
SITES ARE LISTED IN TABLES 2 THROUGH 5.

THE RI REPORT AND THE EA MAKE THE FOLLOWING CONCLUSIONS:

       ! GROUND WATER IN THE AREA OF JDF FLOWS TOWARDS THE SOUTHWEST AND DISCHARGES INTO THE ROCK RIVER.

       ! THERE ARE NO RESIDENTIAL OR MUNICIPAL DRINKING WATER WELLS IN THE DIRECT LINE OF GROUNDWATER
FLOW BETWEEN THE JDF AND THE ROCK RIVER.



       ! THE JAB IS CONTRIBUTING TO GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION WHICH EXCEEDS THE FEDERAL MAXIMUM
CONTAMINANT LEVELS ("MCLS") AND WISCONSIN ENFORCEMENT STANDARDS.  THIS CONTAMINANT PLUME IS
HEADING AWAY FROM THE SITE TOWARD THE SOUTHWEST WITH A SMALL COMPONENT HEADING NORTHWEST PRIOR
TO TURNING TOWARDS THE SOUTHWEST.  JAB IS NOT BELIEVED TO BE CONTRIBUTING TO AIR CONTAMINATION
IN THE AREA OF JDF OR TO THE CONTAMINATION OF THE POND BUT MAY BE CONTRIBUTING TO THE
CONTAMINATION OF THE ROCK RIVER DUE TO LOCAL GROUNDWATER DISCHARGE INTO THE RIVER.

       ! THE JAB IS CONTRIBUTING TO GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION OF THE AREA.  THE 1963 SITE IS BELIEVED TO
BE CONTRIBUTING LITTLE OR NO CONTAMINATION TO THE GROUNDWATER.  THE 1963 SITE IS NOT BELIEVED
TO BE CONTRIBUTING TO THE AIR CONTAMINATION OF THE JDF AREA EXCEPT FOR LOW CONCENTRATIONS OF
METHANE EMANATING FROM THE SITE.

       ! THE 1978 SITE IS CONTRIBUTING TO GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION IN THE AREA.  CONCENTRATIONS OF VOCS
AND INORGANICS IN THE GROUNDWATER DOWNGRADIENT FROM THE 1978 SITE HAVE BEEN FOUND TO EXCEED THE
STATE'S ENFORCEMENT STANDARDS.

       ! THE 1985 SITE AND/OR THE 1978 SITE ARE CONTRIBUTING TO THE CONTAMINATION OF THE GROUNDWATER AS
DETECTED IN THE MONITORING WELLS LOCATED BETWEEN THE TWO SITES.

       ! GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS LOCATED IN UPGRADIENT POSITIONS TO THE JDF HAVE SHOWN SOME
CONTAMINATION, BUT THIS IS MOST LIKELY, ESPECIALLY IN THE CASE OF THE WELLS NEARER TO THE JAB,
CAUSED BY MOUNDING EFFECTS OF THE GROUNDWATER DUE TO THE VOLUME OF WASTES PUT INTO THE SITES.

       ! SAMPLES FROM THE GAS VENTS WITHIN THE 1978 SITE AND THE 1985 SITE AND OF THE AMBIENT AIR AT THE
SITES' BORDERS INDICATE THAT THESE SITES ARE EMITTING VOCS AND METHANE INTO THE AIR.  POTENTIAL
CANCER RISKS DUE TO AIR QUALITY ON-SITE IS HIGH BUT RISKS OFF-SITE ARE NOT KNOWN SINCE FACTORS
TO ACCOUNT FOR ATMOSPHERIC DISPERSION WERE NOT INCORPORATED INTO THE SITE'S RISK POTENTIAL. 
CONCENTRATIONS FOR METHANE IN GAS PROBES IN AND NEAR THE "1978" AND "1985" SITES WERE FOUND TO
BE IN THE EXPLOSIVE HAZARD RANGE.  THE JAB AND THE "1963" SITES HAVE NOT BEEN SHOWN TO BE
CONTRIBUTING TO THE AIR CONTAMINATION IN THE JDF AREA.

       ! THE 1978 SITE IS CONTRIBUTING LOW LEVELS OF ORGANIC AND INORGANIC CONTAMINATION TO THE POND'S
(LOCATED JUST SOUTHEAST OF THE SITE) SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENT.  THE 1985 SITE MAY ALSO BE THE
CAUSE OF CONTAMINATION FOUND IN THE POND.

       ! THE CONTAMINATION OF THE GROUNDWATER AT AND NEAR THE JDF MAY BE INFLUENCED AND/OR COMBINED WITH
CONTAMINATION FROM SOURCES OUTSIDE OF THE JDF AREA.  OTHER POTENTIAL OR ACTUAL SOURCES OF
CONTAMINATION INCLUDES THE PARKER PEN FACILITY, LOCATED JUST WEST OF THE JDF, THE CURRENTLY
OPERATING LANDFILL JUST NORTH OF THE JDF, AND OTHER POTENTIAL SOURCES WHICH MAY BE LOCATED
UPSTREAM FROM JDF, ON THE ROCK RIVER.

       ! DOWNGRADIENT ROCK RIVER SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENT HAS SHOWN SOME CONTAMINATION WITH VOLATILE
ORGANIC AND INORGANIC COMPOUNDS.  THE EXACT SOURCE OF THE CONTAMINATION CAN NOT BE DETERMINED
BUT THE COMPOUNDS FOUND ARE SIMILAR TO THOSE FOUND AT THE JDF AND AT THE PARKER PEN SITE
(LOCATED BETWEEN JDF AND THE ROCK RIVER).

       ! PARKER PEN CO. LIES BETWEEN THE JDF AND THE ROCK RIVER.  HIGH LEVELS OF VOC AND CHROMIUM
CONTAMINATION WERE FOUND IMMEDIATELY DOWN GRADIENT FROM PARKER PEN.  THE HIGH LEVELS ARE
ATTRIBUTED TO PAST RELEASES AT THE PLANT INCLUDING A 1985 SPILL OF TCE AND A POSSIBLE RUPTURE
OR LEAK OF A SEWER LINE LEADING FROM PARKER'S OLD PLATING FACILITY (SOURCE OF THE CHROMIUM). 
THE WDNR IS CONDUCTING A SEPARATE INVESTIGATION OF THE CONTAMINATION CAUSED BY PARKER PEN.

THE RI REPORT CONTAINS AN ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT WHICH CHARACTERIZES THE NATURE AND ESTIMATES THE MAGNITUDE
OF POTENTIAL RISKS TO PUBLIC HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT CAUSED BY THE CONTAMINANTS IDENTIFIED AT THE JDF. 
THE EA, UTILIZING DATA OBTAINED FROM THE RI, HAS IDENTIFIED THE FOLLOWING PATHWAYS OR ROUTES OF ACTUAL OR
POTENTIAL CONTAMINATION THAT MAY REACH THE POPULATION AND/OR THE ENVIRONMENT AND WHICH NEED OR MAY NEED TO BE
ADDRESSED THROUGH SOME TYPE OF REMEDIAL ACTION:



A.   INDIVIDUALS BREATHING CONTAMINATED AIR, ASSUMING THEY ARE EXPOSED TO CONCENTRATIONS MEASURED IN AMBIENT
AIR ON-SITE;

B.   HYPOTHETICAL USERS OF PRIVATE WELL WATER, ASSUMING A PRIVATE WELL IS INSTALLED WITHIN THE CONTAMINATED
AQUIFER IN THE FUTURE;

C.   CHILDREN WHICH MAY SWIM IN THE POND IMMEDIATELY SOUTH OF THE "1985" AND "1978" SITES; AND

D.   ENVIRONMENTAL DAMAGE TO THE ORGANISMS WITHIN THE ROCK RIVER AND/OR THE POND LOCATED SOUTH OF THE "1985"
AND "1978" LANDFILLS.

THE FOLLOWING INDICATOR CHEMICALS WERE CONSIDERED TO BE REPRESENTATIVE OF SITE CONTAMINATION AND TO POSE
GREATEST POTENTIAL HEALTH RISK:

       *    VINYL CHLORIDE                *    METHYLENE CHLORIDE
       *    ACETONE                       *    1,1-DICHLOROETHANE
       *    1,2-DICHLOROETHENE            *    TRICHLOROETHENE
       *    1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE         *    BENZENE
       *    TETRACHLOROETHENE             *    BIS(2-ETHYLHEXYL)PHTHALATE
       *    ARSENIC

THE RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH EACH OF THE POTENTIAL PATHWAYS USING THE INDICATOR CHEMICALS FOR THE JDF ARE AS
FOLLOWS:

E.   UNDER CURRENT SITE CONDITIONS, A POTENTIAL HEALTH RISK WAS IDENTIFIED FOR INDIVIDUALS EXPOSED TO
CONTAMINANTS IDENTIFIED IN AMBIENT AIR ON-SITE VIA INHALATION OF VOLATILE CONTAMINANTS.  A CALCULATED
CARCINOGENIC RISK, USING THE CONTAMINANTS METHYLENE CHLORIDE, BENZENE AND VINYL CHLORIDE, OF 7.0E-04 (OR
SEVEN PEOPLE OUT OF 10,000) WAS IDENTIFIED WITH THE ASSUMPTION THAT THESE INDIVIDUALS WOULD BE EXPOSED TO
AVERAGE CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS MEASURED ON THE LANDFILL PROPERTY.  A HIGHER RISK (1.2E-02) WOULD RESULT
IF IT IS ASSUMED THAT THE INDIVIDUALS ARE EXPOSED TO ONLY MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS.  THESE RISK
ESTIMATES, HOWEVER, DID NOT INCORPORATE FACTORS WHICH WOULD ACCOUNT FOR ATMOSPHERIC DISPERSION/DEGRADATION OF
THE CONTAMINANTS OFF-SITE.  RISKS TO SUBCHRONIC NON-CARCINOGENIC HEALTH HAZARDS ASSOCIATED WITH AIR
CONTAMINATION AT JDF ARE LISTED IN THE FS AS LOW, WITH A TOTAL EXPOSURE PATHWAY HAZARD INDEX OF LESS THAN A
VALUE 0.05 FOR MAXIMUM EXPOSURES TO BOTH CHILDREN AND ADULTS.  CHRONIC NON-CARCINOGENIC HEALTH HAZARDS ARE
ALSO LOW, WITH A TOTAL EXPOSURE PATHWAY HAZARD INDEX OF 0.23 WITH AN AVERAGE CONCENTRATION OF 0.025 (HAZARD
INDEX VALUES OF OVER 1 INDICATE THERE MAY BE POTENTIAL HEALTH RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH EXPOSURE TO THE CHEMICALS
EVALUATED).

F.   FOR GROUNDWATER CONSUMPTION, POTENTIAL CARCINOGENIC RISKS RANGED FROM APPROXIMATELY 1.4E-03 FROM
EXPOSURE TO AVERAGE SITE CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS TO 1.2E-02 FROM EXPOSURE TO MAXIMUM SITE CONTAMINANT
CONCENTRATIONS.  POTENTIAL RISK TO THE ADVERSE NON-CARCINOGENIC EFFECTS WHICH MAY RESULT FROM A SUBCHRONIC
EXPOSURE PERIOD FOR BOTH CHILDREN AND ADULTS, ASSUMING EXPOSURE TO MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS, HAVE
BEEN CALCULATED AS HAVING THE HAZARD INDEX VALUE OF 18 FOR CHILDREN AND 12 FOR ADULTS.  AVERAGE CONCENTRATION
EXPOSURES WOULD GIVE SUBCHRONIC HAZARD INDEX VALUES OF 0.8 FOR CHILDREN AND 0.57 FOR ADULTS. POTENTIAL RISK
TO NON-CARCINOGENIC EFFECTS WHICH MAY RESULT FROM CHRONIC EXPOSURE WERE CALCULATED FOR THE NON-CARCINOGENIC
COMPOUNDS, ACETONE AND 1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE AND THE TOTAL PATHWAY RISK WAS CALCULATED TO HAVE A MAXIMUM
HAZARD INDEX OF 0.82 AND AN AVERAGE VALUE OF 0.034.

G.   HEALTH RISKS FOR CHILDREN WHICH MAY SWIM IN THE LANDFILL POND WERE DETERMINED TO BE 1.5E-08 (TOTAL
CANCER RISK FROM DERMAL ABSORPTION OF CONTAMINANTS AND INCIDENTAL INGESTION OF WATER).  THE FS STATES THAT
THE LANDFILL POND DOES NOT PRESENT RISKS SIGNIFICANTLY HIGHER THAN WHAT WOULD BE EXPECTED FROM OTHER SURFACE
WATER BODIES.  POTENTIAL RISK TO NON-CARCINOGENIC HEALTH EFFECTS WERE ESTIMATED ONLY FOR INCIDENTAL INGESTION
OF WATER CONTAMINATED WITH 1,1-DICHLOROETHANE AND WAS DETERMINED TO BE VERY LOW WITH A HAZARD INDEX OF
1.2E-07.

H.   THE EA WITHIN THE RI REPORT CONCLUDES THAT THE EXPOSURE OF ENVIRONMENTAL ORGANISMS TO CONTAMINANTS
IDENTIFIED FROM THE JDF INVESTIGATION IS VERY LOW DUE TO THE LOW CONCENTRATIONS OF CHEMICALS IDENTIFIED IN



THE ROCK RIVER AND IN THE LANDFILL POND'S SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENTS.  ACCORDING TO THE EA, IT APPEARS THAT
THERE IS LITTLE POTENTIAL FOR ADVERSE EFFECTS TO THE AQUATIC ORGANISMS IN THE ROCK RIVER OR IN THE LANDFILL
POND ECOSYSTEMS BECAUSE THE LOWEST REPORTED TOXIC CONCENTRATIONS (AMBIENT WATER QUALITY CRITERIA) IN ANY
FRESHWATER ORGANISM ARE MORE THAN 1000 TIMES GREATER THAN WHAT IS PRESENT IN THE SURFACE WATER OR SEDIMENTS
NEAR JDF.

THE ANALYTICAL METHODS USED IN MAKING THE RISK CALCULATIONS ARE DESCRIBED WITHIN THE EA PORTION OF THE RI
REPORT.

THE POTENTIAL EXPOSURE PATHWAYS ARE LISTED IN FIGURE 4 AND IN TABLE 6. SUMMARIES OF THE CANCER AND
NON-CARCINOGENIC (CHRONIC AND SUBCHRONIC) RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH THE OVERALL JDF ARE LISTED IN TABLES 7 AND 8.
TABLE 9 SHOWS STATE AND FEDERAL ENFORCEMENT STANDARDS THAT APPLY TO THE INDICATOR CHEMICALS FOR THE JDF SITE.

#FSDRA
VI. FEASIBILITY STUDY:  DESCRIPTION OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

WITHIN THE FS REPORT, SEVERAL TECHNOLOGIES AND PROCESS OPTIONS WERE PRESENTED FOR THE SITES COMPRISING THE
JDF.  CRITERIA USED TO EVALUATE THE ALTERNATIVES FOR APPLICABILITY AT THESE SITES AND TO CONDUCT THE INITIAL
SCREENING OF THE ALTERNATIVES FOR EACH OF THE SITES ARE EXPLAINED WITHIN THE FS REPORT.  SUMMARIES OF THE
ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR FINAL CONSIDERATION AT THE FOUR SITES COMPRISING JDF AND THE ALTERNATIVES TO
ADDRESS THE OVERALL SITE PROBLEMS ARE LISTED BELOW.  MORE DETAILED DESCRIPTIONS CAN BE FOUND WITHIN THE FS
REPORT.

THE "1985" SITE

ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO ACTION

UNDER THIS ALTERNATIVE, THE PUBLIC HEALTH, PUBLIC WELFARE AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF TAKING NO FURTHER
ACTION AT THE "1985" SITE WILL BE EVALUATED.  ARARS CONCERNING LANDFILL GAS ("LFG") EMISSIONS AND LANDFILL
CAPPING WILL NOT BE MET WITH THIS ALTERNATIVE.

ALTERNATIVE 2 - ACCESS RESTRICTIONS, CONTAINMENT OF WASTE, RECOVERY OF LANDFILL GAS AND MONITORING

THIS ALTERNATIVE WILL INVOLVE THE USE OF DEED AND LAND USE RESTRICTIONS TO ASSURE THAT FUTURE USE OF THIS
SITE DOES NOT INCREASE THE RELEASE OR POTENTIAL RELEASE OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES TO THE ENVIRONMENT OR BECOME
DANGEROUS TO THE LIFE OR HEALTH OF THE PEOPLE.  A FENCE WILL BE INSTALLED EITHER AROUND THE ENTIRE SITE OR
ONLY AROUND THE GAS VENTS, TO RESTRICT ACCESS.  THIS ALTERNATIVE ALSO CALLS FOR THE EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT
OF LANDFILL GAS AT AND NEAR THE 1985 SITE.  GAS EXTRACTION WELLS WOULD BE INSTALLED AT VARIOUS LOCATIONS
WITHIN THE LANDFILL TO RECOVER LFG.  THE VARIOUS LFG EXTRACTION WELLS WOULD BE CONNECTED BY A GAS HEADER PIPE
SYSTEM TO A MECHANICAL BLOWER, WHICH WILL CREATE ZONES OF LOW PRESSURE WITHIN THE LANDFILL AND INDUCE GAS
FLOW INTO THE WELLS.  THE LANDFILL GAS THAT IS EXTRACTED WOULD THEN BE FLARED OFF.  THE     LANDFILL GAS
SYSTEM MAY BE BUILT TO BE CONVERTED AT A LATER DATE TO AN ENERGY CONVERSION SYSTEM.

THE WASTE CONTAINMENT PORTION OF THIS ALTERNATIVE CALLS FOR THE PRESENT CAP TO BE EVALUATED AND IMPROVED
EITHER BY CAP REPAIR OR CAP ENHANCEMENT.  CAP REPAIR COULD CONSIST OF SITE REGRADING AND PLACEMENT OF
ADDITIONAL COMPACTED CLAY TO IMPROVE DRAINAGE AND REPAIR CRACKS.  ENHANCED CAPPING WOULD CONSIST OF EITHER
UPGRADING THE EXISTING CAP TO MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF A WISCONSIN ADMINISTRATIVE CODE (WAC) NR 504.07 CAP OR
UPGRADING THE EXISTING CAP TO MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF A RCRA SUBTITLE C/WAC NR 181.44(12) CAP FOR RCRA
INTERIM STATUS FACILITIES OR RCRA SUBTITLE C/WAC NR 181.44(13) CAP FOR RCRA LICENSED FACILITIES (SEE FIGURES
5 AND 6 FOR TYPICAL CAP DESIGNS).  THE WAC NR 504.07 CAP IS MORE STRINGENT THAN THE CAP THAT IS APPLICABLE TO
THIS SITE, THE RCRA SUBTITLE C/WAC NR 181.44(12) CAP FOR INTERIM STATUS FACILITIES, SINCE THE WAC NR 504.07
CAP REQUIRES AN EXTRA SOIL LAYER TO ACCOUNT FOR FROST LINE PROTECTION.

THE MONITORING PORTION OF THIS ALTERNATIVE CALLS FOR THE CONTINUED MONITORING OF THE GROUNDWATER AND AIR, AND
THE LONG-TERM MAINTENANCE OF THE CAP IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE APPROPRIATE WISCONSIN ADMINISTRATIVE CODES. 
ARARS REGARDING LFG EMISSIONS AND LANDFILL CAPPING WILL BE ADDRESSED BY THIS ALTERNATIVE.  ESTIMATED COSTS
ARE BASED ON RANGES DEPENDING ON WHAT TYPE OF CAPPING IS SELECTED.



ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST:  $1,141,000 - $5,278,000
ESTIMATED ANNUAL O&M COST:  $39,000 - $142,000
ESTIMATED 30 YEAR PRESENT NET WORTH:  $2,713,000 - $6,850,000

THE "1978" SITE

ALTERNATIVE 3 - NO ACTION
   
UNDER THIS ALTERNATIVE, THE PUBLIC HEALTH, PUBLIC WELFARE AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF TAKING NO FURTHER
ACTION AT THE "1978" SITE WILL BE EVALUATED.  ARARS CONCERNING LFG EMISSIONS AND LANDFILL CAPPING WILL NOT BE
MET WITH THIS ALTERNATIVE.

ALTERNATIVE 4 - ACCESS RESTRICTIONS, CONTAINMENT OF WASTES AND SUBSURFACE SOILS, AND THE RECOVERY OF LANDFILL
GAS
   
THE ACCESS RESTRICTIONS AND LANDFILL GAS RECOVERY/TREATMENT PORTIONS OF THIS ALTERNATIVE ARE THE SAME AS
WITHIN ALTERNATIVE 2 FOR THE "1985" SITE.  THE CONTAINMENT OF WASTES AND SUBSURFACE SOILS INCLUDES EVALUATING
THE PRESENT CAP, AND UPGRADING IT TO MEET EITHER THE REQUIREMENTS OF WAC NR 504.07 OR MEET THE REQUIREMENTS
OF RCRA SUBTITLE C/WAC NR 181.44(13).  GROUNDWATER AND AIR MONITORING WILL CONTINUE AS WELL AS THE LONG-TERM
MAINTENANCE OF THE CAP.  ARARS REGARDING LFG EMISSIONS AND LANDFILL CAPPING WILL BE ADDRESSED BY THIS
ALTERNATIVE.  ESTIMATED COSTS ARE BASED ON RANGES DEPENDING ON WHAT TYPE OF CAPPING IS  SELECTED.

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST:  $3,993,000 - $6,617,000
ESTIMATED ANNUAL O&M COST:  $52,500 - $135,000
ESTIMATED 30 YEAR PRESENT NET WORTH:  $5,331,000 - $7,956,000

THE "1963" SITE

ALTERNATIVE 5 - NO ACTION

UNDER THIS ALTERNATIVE, THE PUBLIC HEALTH, PUBLIC WELFARE AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF TAKING NO FURTHER
ACTION AT THE "1963" SITE WILL BE EVALUATED.  THERE ARE NO ARARS THAT NEED TO BE COMPLIED WITH REGARDING THE
CAPPING OF THE "1963" SITE.

ALTERNATIVE 6 - ACCESS RESTRICTIONS, AND CONTAINMENT OF WASTES AND SUBSURFACE SOILS

ACCESS RESTRICTIONS WILL INCLUDE DEED AND LAND USE RESTRICTIONS FOR THE PROPERTY COMPRISING THE 1963 SITE FOR
THE PURPOSE OF ASSURING THAT FUTURE USE OF THE SITE DOES NOT INCREASE THE RELEASE OR POTENTIAL RELEASE OF
HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES TO THE ENVIRONMENT OR BECOME A THREAT TO PUBLIC HEALTH.  THE CONTAINMENT OF WASTES AND
SUBSURFACE SOILS IS TO BE ACCOMPLISHED BY FIRST EVALUATING THE PRESENT CAP, AND BY UPGRADING THE LANDFILL CAP
TO OBTAIN A CONSISTENT TWO FEET OF FINE-GRAINED SOIL COVER OVER THE ENTIRE LANDFILL OR TO MEET THE STANDARDS
SET BY RCRA SUBTITLE D/WAC NR 500 REGULATIONS.  CONTINUED GROUNDWATER MONITORING WILL BE PART OF THIS
ALTERNATIVE TO EVALUATE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE LANDFILL CAP AND LONG-TERM MAINTENANCE OF THE CAP WILL
CONTINUE.  ESTIMATE COSTS ARE BASED ON RANGES DEPENDING ON WHAT TYPE OF CAPPING IS SELECTED. 

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST:  $1,902,000 - $2,840,000
ESTIMATED ANNUAL O&M COST:  $27,200
ESTIMATED 30 YEAR PRESENT NET WORTH:  $2,321,000 - $3,259,000

THE JAB SITE

ALTERNATIVE 7 - NO ACTION

UNDER THIS ALTERNATIVE, THE PUBLIC HEALTH, PUBLIC WELFARE AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF TAKING NO FURTHER
ACTION AT THE JAB WILL BE EVALUATED.  ARARS REGARDING THIS SITE WILL NOT BE ADDRESSED.

ALTERNATIVE 8 - ACCESS RESTRICTIONS, CONTAINMENT OF SUBSURFACE SOILS AND MONITORING



   
THE ACCESS RESTRICTIONS WILL BE SIMILAR TO THOSE APPLIED BY ALTERNATIVE 6 FOR THE 1963 SITE.  THIS
ALTERNATIVE ALSO CALLS FOR THE CONTAINMENT OF THE WASTES (WHICH HAVE ALREADY BEEN SUBSTANTIALLY REMOVED) AND
THE SUBSURFACE SOILS.  CONTAINMENT OPTIONS INCLUDE EVALUATING THE PRESENT CAP, AND UPGRADING IT TO MEET
EITHER WAC NR 504.07 STANDARDS OR RCRA SUBTITLE C/WAC NR 181 STANDARDS.  THE MONITORING OF THE GROUNDWATER
AND AIR EMISSIONS, AND THE MAINTENANCE OF THE CAP WILL CONTINUE.  ESTIMATED COSTS ARE BASED ON RANGES
DEPENDING ON WHAT TYPE OF CAPPING IS SELECTED.

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST:  $75,000 - $1,160,000
ESTIMATED ANNUAL O&M COST:  $14,100
ESTIMATED 30 YEAR PRESENT NET WORTH:  $292,000 - $1,377,000

THE JDF GROUNDWATER, ADDRESSING OFF-SITE GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION

ALTERNATIVE 9 - NO ACTION
 
UNDER THIS ALTERNATIVE, THE PUBLIC HEALTH, PUBLIC WELFARE AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF TAKING NO FURTHER
ACTION AT THE OVERALL JDF SITE PERTAINING TO GROUNDWATER WILL BE EVALUATED.  ARARS REGARDING GROUNDWATER
CONTAMINATION WILL NOT BE ADDRESSED BY THIS ALTERNATIVE.

ALTERNATIVE 10 - GROUNDWATER USE RESTRICTIONS

THIS ALTERNATIVE WILL PROMOTE THE USE OF DEED AND GROUNDWATER USE RESTRICTIONS FOR THE AREA WITHIN THE
GROUNDWATER PLUME, AND BETWEEN THE JDF AND THE ROCK RIVER.  GROUNDWATER MONITORING WILL NEED TO BE CONTINUED. 
ARARS REGARDING GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION WILL NOT BE ADDRESSED BY THIS ALTERNATIVE.  COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH
THIS ALTERNATIVE ARE RELATED TO THE COSTS OF CONTINUED GROUNDWATER MONITORING UTILIZING THE MONITORING WELLS
ALREADY IN PLACE.

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST:  MAY BE SOME REPAIR COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE MONITORING WELLS, SUCH AS
RE-DEVELOPMENT COSTS
ESTIMATED ANNUAL O&M COST:  $55,000
ESTIMATED 30 YEAR PRESENT NET WORTH:  NO ESTIMATE AVAILABLE

ALTERNATIVE 11 - GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT
  
THIS ALTERNATIVE CALLS FOR THE INSTALLATION OF GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION WELLS TO INTERCEPT THE GROUNDWATER
CONTAMINATION PLUME.  THE GROUNDWATER WOULD THEN BE SENT THROUGH A GROUNDWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM CONSISTING OF
AN AIR STRIPPER DESIGNED TO REDUCE THE CONCENTRATION OF VOCS PRIOR TO DISCHARGE TO THE ROCK RIVER.  IF
APPRECIABLE AMOUNTS OF CHROMIUM OR OTHER INORGANICS ARE DETECTED IN THE RECOVERED GROUNDWATER, ADDITIONAL
TREATMENT FOR THE REMOVAL OF THESE INORGANICS WILL BE REQUIRED PRIOR TO DISCHARGE.  CONSIDERATION WILL NEED
TO BE GIVEN TO THE CONTAMINATION BEING CAUSED BY THE PARKER PEN SITE LOCATED IMMEDIATELY DOWNGRADIENT OF JDF,
WHEREBY IF PARKER PEN AGREES TO COMBINE RESOURCES WITH THE JDF REMEDIAL ACTION, THEN THE GROUNDWATER
EXTRACTION WELLS CAN BE PLACED DOWN GRADIENT FROM PARKER PEN AND ARARS WILL BE OBTAINED.  IF PARKER PEN
DECIDES NOT TO COMBINE RESOURCES WITH THE JDF REMEDIAL ACTION, THEN THE GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION WELLS CALLED
FOR BY THIS ALTERNATIVE MAY BE PLACED DOWNGRADIENT OF JDF BUT UPGRADIENT OF PARKER PEN.  ARARS WILL BE
ADDRESSED DOWNGRADIENT OF JDF WITH REGARD TO GROUNDWATER CONTAMINANTS.

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST:  $504,000
ESTIMATED ANNUAL O&M COST:  $71,900 - $146,000
ESTIMATED 30 YEAR PRESENT NET WORTH:  $2,184,000

ALTERNATIVE 12 - GROUNDWATER IN-SITU TREATMENT

THIS ALTERNATIVE INVOLVES THE IN-SITU TREATMENT OF THE GROUNDWATER BY MEANS OF EXTRACTING THE GROUNDWATER,
SUPPLEMENTING IT WITH NUTRIENTS AND OXYGEN AND RECHARGING IT BACK INTO THE AQUIFER TO ENHANCE BIODEGRADATION
OF THE GROUNDWATER CONTAMINANTS IN PLACE OR IN-SITU.  A PORTION OF THE EXTRACTED GROUNDWATER WOULD STILL NEED
TO BE TREATED BY AIR STRIPPING, AS IN ALTERNATIVE 11, AND DISCHARGED TO THE ROCK RIVER, TO ENABLE THE IN-SITU



TREATMENT TO MAINTAIN A "CLOSED-LOOP" INJECTION-RECAPTURE SYSTEM.

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST:  $1,426,000
ESTIMATED ANNUAL O&M COST:  $69,400 - $240,000
ESTIMATED 30 YEAR PRESENT NET WORTH:  $4,797,000

#PP
VII.  PROPOSED PLAN

THE US EPA'S PROPOSED PLAN WAS RELEASED FOR PUBLIC COMMENT FROM AUGUST 21 THROUGH SEPTEMBER 15, 1989 AND THE
PRPS, THROUGH THEIR STEERING COMMITTEE, REQUESTED AND RECEIVED AN EXTENSION TO THE COMMENT PERIOD GIVING THEM
UNTIL SEPTEMBER 20, 1989 TO SUBMIT THEIR COMMENTS.  IN THE PROPOSED PLAN THE US EPA STATED THAT THE PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVES WERE AS FOLLOWS:

"1985" SITE:  PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE:  COMPLIANCE WITH THE APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS OF RCRA WHICH WILL INCLUDE
THE COMPONENTS OF ALTERNATIVE 2; ACCESS RESTRICTIONS, RECOVERY AND TREATMENT OF LANDFILL GAS, AND RCRA
SUBTITLE C/CURRENT STATE CAPPING REQUIREMENTS WHICH MAY BE MET BY WAC NR 181.44(13) CLOSURE, ALONG WITH THE
ENHANCEMENT OF THE LEACHATE COLLECTION SYSTEM.  GROUNDWATER AND AIR MONITORING WILL ALSO BE CONTINUED.  (ALL
APPLICABLE RCRA REQUIREMENTS WILL STILL APPLY TO THIS SITE.  THE REMEDY PROPOSED FOR THE "1985" SITE DOES NOT
CONFLICT WITH THE APPLICABLE RCRA REQUIREMENTS);

"1978" SITE:  PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE:  ALTERNATIVE 4; ACCESS RESTRICTIONS, RECOVERY AND TREATMENT OF LANDFILL
GAS, AND THE CONTAINMENT OF WASTES AND SUBSURFACE SOILS COMPLYING WITH THE STANDARDS OF WAC NR 504.07;

"1963" SITE:  PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE:  COMPLIANCE WITH THE APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS OF RCRA WHICH WILL INCLUDE
THE COMPONENTS OF ALTERNATIVE 6; ACCESS RESTRICTIONS, AND THE CONTAINMENT OF WASTES AND SUBSURFACE SOILS BY
MAINTAINING AND UPGRADING THE PRESENT CAP AND SITE DRAINAGE AS NEEDED;

"JAB":  PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE:  ALTERNATIVE 8; ACCESS RESTRICTIONS, CONTAINMENT OF SUBSURFACE SOILS BY
MAINTAINING AND UPGRADING THE PRESENT CAP AND SITE DRAINAGE AS NEEDED, AND CONTINUED GROUNDWATER MONITORING. 
(ALL APPLICABLE RCRA REQUIREMENTS WILL STILL APPLY TO THIS SITE.  THE REMEDY PROPOSED FOR THE JAB DOES NOT
CONFLICT WITH THE APPLICABLE RCRA REQUIREMENTS).  THE ASH PILE REMAINING ONSITE WILL ALSO BE REMOVED; AND

JDF GROUNDWATER:  PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES:  ALTERNATIVES 10 AND 11; GROUNDWATER USE RESTRICTIONS AND
GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION WITH ON-SITE TREATMENT WITH DISCHARGE TO THE ROCK RIVER.

#DSCPP
VIII.  DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES TO THE PROPOSED PLAN

AFTER THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND COMMENTS FROM THE COMMUNITY AND THE PRPS WERE RECEIVED, A 60 DAY
TECHNICAL NEGOTIATION WAS CONDUCTED BETWEEN THE US EPA, WDNR AND THE PRPS, PURSUANT TO SECTION XXVI OF THE
RI/FS CONSENT ORDER.  THE FOLLOWING SIGNIFICANT CHANGES WERE WARRANTED AFTER ALL COMMENTS AND THE RESULTS OF
THE TECHNICAL NEGOTIATION WERE EVALUATED.  SPECIFIC RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC AND THE PRPS ARE
ADDRESSED IN THE ATTACHED RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY. 

THE "1985" SITE:  THE PREFERRED REMEDY WILL STILL COMPLY WITH THE APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS OF RCRA, WHICH
INCLUDE THE COMPONENTS OF ALTERNATIVE 2, AS PREVIOUSLY STATED, BUT THE CAPPING REQUIREMENTS FOR THE "1985"
SITE MAY BE MET BY WAC NR 504.07.  THIS CAP, ALONG WITH THE IMPROVEMENTS TO THE LEACHATE COLLECTION SYSTEM
AND THE EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT OF LANDFILL GAS, CAN MEET OR EXCEED THE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS OBTAINED BY A
RCRA SUBTITLE C/WAC NR 181.44(12) OR (13) CAP.  THE WAC NR 504.07 CAP IS MORE STRINGENT THAN THE CAP THAT IS
APPLICABLE FOR THIS SITE, THE RCRA SUBTITLE C/WAC NR 181.44(12) CAP FOR INTERIM STATUS FACILITIES, SINCE THE
WAC NR 504.07 CAP REQUIRES AN EXTRA SOIL LAYER TO ACCOUNT FOR FROST LINE PROTECTION.  THE NR 504.07 CAP IN
CONJUNCTION WITH THE IMPROVEMENTS TO THE LEACHATE COLLECTION SYSTEM, WILL BE ABLE TO MAINTAIN A LEACHATE HEAD
LEVEL OF ONE FOOT OR LESS ABOVE THE SITE LINER.  ALL APPLICABLE RCRA REQUIREMENTS WILL STILL APPLY TO THE
SITE AND TO THE REMEDY SELECTED.

THE "1978" SITE:  THE PREFERRED REMEDY WILL STILL CONSIST OF THE ELEMENTS WITHIN ALTERNATIVE 4, EXCEPT THAT



THE PRPS HAVE THE OPTION TO EITHER IMPLEMENT THE LANDFILL GAS EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT PORTION OF THE
ALTERNATIVE OR TO TEST OUT OF THE NEED TO IMPLEMENT THE LANDFILL GAS EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT BY 1)
INSTALLING ADDITIONAL GAS PROBES TO VERIFY THAT THE REQUIREMENTS OF WAC NR 506.07(3) ARE MET, AND (2)
FOLLOWING THE HAZARDOUS AIR CONTAMINANT TEST OUT PROCEDURES SPECIFIED BY THE WDNR, AS ALLOWED BY WAC NR
506.08(6).

THE "1963" SITE:  BASED ON COMMENTS AND FURTHER REVIEW OF THE DATA, THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE WAS PROPOSED,
ALONG WITH THE DEED AND LAND USE RESTRICTIONS AND CONTINUED MONITORING.  ALTERNATIVE 5 IS NOW THE PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE FOR THE "1963" SITE.

THE "JAB" SITE:  NO CHANGES.  ALTERNATIVE 8 IS STILL THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE.

JDF GROUNDWATER:  NO SIGNIFICANT CHANGES.  ALTERNATIVES 10 AND 11 ARE STILL THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES.  THE
PRPS RAISED THE ISSUE OF UTILIZING ALTERNATIVE CONCENTRATION LIMITS ("ACLS") INSTEAD OF USING THE FEDERAL
MAXIMUM CONCENTRATION LIMITS ("MCLS")/WISCONSIN ENFORCEMENT STANDARDS AS GUIDELINES ON WHEN GROUNDWATER
EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT IS NECESSARY.  THE US EPA, IN CONSULTATION WITH THE WDNR DENIED THIS   REQUEST
BECAUSE OF RCRA REQUIREMENTS FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION AND DUE TO WAC NR 181 AND WAC NR 140 STANDARDS.

ANOTHER ISSUE REGARDING THE GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT IS THAT THE SYSTEM BE COMBINED, THEREFORE
AVOIDING UNNECESSARY DUPLICATION OF EFFORTS WITH THE EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT SYSTEM THAT MAY BE INSTALLED BY
PARKER PEN, IMMEDIATELY DOWNGRADIENT OF JDF.  THE US EPA AND THE WDNR AGREE THAT DUPLICATION SHOULD BE
AVOIDED AND WILL AGREE TO THIS REQUEST AS LONG AS THE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS ARE MET BETWEEN JDF AND THE ROCK
RIVER AND IF ASSURANCES CAN BE GIVEN THAT ONCE PARKER PEN HAS MET ITS CLEANUP GOALS, THE SYSTEM WILL STILL BE
OPERATED AS LONG AS IS NEEDED TO MEET THE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR THE JDF AS STATED IN THIS ROD.

COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD ARE PRESENTED ALONG WITH THE US EPA RESPONSE TO EACH, IN
THE ATTACHED RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY.

#SCAA
IX. SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

THE ALTERNATIVES FOR THE "1978" SITE, JAB, THE "1985" SITE, THE "1963" SITE AND THE OVERALL JDF GROUNDWATER
REMEDY HAVE BEEN EVALUATED WITHIN THE FS USING NINE CRITERIA.  THE NINE CRITERIA ARE SUMMARIZED AS FOLLOWS:

OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT ADDRESSES WHETHER OR NOT A REMEDY PROVIDES ADEQUATE
PROTECTION AND DESCRIBES HOW RISKS POSED THROUGH EACH PATHWAY ARE ELIMINATED, REDUCED OR CONTROLLED THROUGH
TREATMENT, ENGINEERING CONTROLS, OR INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS.

COMPLIANCE WITH ARARS (APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS) ADDRESSES WHETHER OR NOT A REMEDY
WILL MEET ALL OF THE APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS OF OTHER FEDERAL AND STATE
ENVIRONMENTAL STATUTES AND/OR PROVIDE GROUNDS FOR INVOKING A WAIVER.

LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE REFERS TO THE ABILITY OF A REMEDY TO MAINTAIN RELIABLE PROTECTION OF
HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT OVER TIME ONCE CLEANUP GOALS HAVE BEEN MET.

REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY, OR VOLUME IS THE ANTICIPATED PERFORMANCE OF THE TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES A
REMEDY MAY EMPLOY.

SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS ADDRESSES THE PERIOD OF TIME NEEDED TO ACHIEVE PROTECTION, AND ANY ADVERSE IMPACTS
ON HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT THAT MAY BE POSED DURING THE CONSTRUCTION AND IMPLEMENTATION PERIOD UNTIL
CLEANUP GOALS ARE ACHIEVED.

IMPLEMENTABILITY IS THE TECHNICAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE FEASIBILITY OF A REMEDY, INCLUDING THE AVAILABILITY OF
MATERIALS AND SERVICES NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT A PARTICULAR OPTION.

COST INCLUDES ESTIMATED CAPITAL AND OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS, AND NET PRESENT WORTH COSTS.



STATE ACCEPTANCE INDICATES WHETHER, BASED ON ITS REVIEW OF THE RI/FS AND PROPOSED PLAN, THE STATE CONCURS IN,
OPPOSES, OR HAS NO COMMENT ON THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES AT THE PRESENT TIME.  THE STATE'S ACCEPTANCE IS
ADDRESSED LATER WITHIN THIS ROD.

COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE WILL BE ADDRESSED LATER WITHIN THIS ROD.

SEVEN OF THE NINE EVALUATION CRITERIA (EXCLUDING STATE ACCEPTANCE AND COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE) ARE SUMMARIZED IN
TABLE 10.  STATE AND COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE WILL BE DISCUSSED LATER IN THIS ROD.

THE FOLLOWING BRIEFLY DESCRIBES HOW THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES FOR THE 1985, 1978, 1963 AND JAB SITES AND THE
JDF GROUNDWATER COMPARE TO THE OTHER ALTERNATIVES AND HOW THEY STAND UP TO SIX OF THE EIGHT CRITERIA
(COMMUNITY AND STATE ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA ARE DISCUSSED LATER WITHIN THIS ROD).

OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT:  THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES WILL PROVIDE SIGNIFICANT
PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  THIS COMBINATION OF ALTERNATIVES WILL ELIMINATE THE
POTENTIAL AND FUTURE THREATS CAUSED BY THE CONTAMINATION TO THE GROUNDWATER AND TO THE AIR BY RESTRICTING
ACCESS TO THE SITES OR PORTIONS OF THE SITES, BY EXTRACTING AND TREATING THE GROUNDWATER AND BY EXTRACTING
AND FLARING THE CONTAMINATED LANDFILL GAS PRIOR TO ITS MIGRATION OFF-SITE.  PROPER CLOSURE OF THE SITES,
INCLUDING IMPROVEMENTS OR UPGRADING OF THE CAPS SUCH AS:  A LANDFILL CAP AT THE "1985" SITE MEETING THE
STANDARDS OF WAC NR 504.07 IN CONJUNCTION WITH LEACHATE COLLECTION REPAIRS AND/OR IMPROVEMENTS FOR THE 1985
SITE, WHICH WILL THEN MEET OR EXCEED THE STANDARDS OF A RCRA SUBTITLE C CAP, MEETING WAC NR 504.07 STANDARDS
FOR THE 1978 SITE, AND THE UPGRADING OF THE JAB CAP TO ASSURE PROPER MAINTENANCE AND DRAINAGE, WILL HELP TO
REDUCE THE AMOUNT OF CONTAMINANTS BY REDUCING LEACHATE GENERATION AND CAUSING A REDUCTION IN THE MOVEMENT OF
CONTAMINATION FROM THE SITE AREA INTO OFF-SITE LOCATIONS.  CAPPING IMPROVEMENTS WERE NOT DEEMED NECESSARY AT
THIS TIME FOR THE "1963" SITE SINCE THE SITE IS CONTRIBUTING LITTLE OR NO CONTAMINATION TO THE GROUNDWATER. 
THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVES, (ALTERNATIVES 1, 3, 7 AND 9), WILL NOT PROVIDE ANY ADDITIONAL PROTECTION TO HUMAN
HEALTH OR THE ENVIRONMENT AS WILL THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES SINCE THE CONTAMINATION (GROUNDWATER AND AIR)
WILL NOT BE TREATED AND ACCESS TO THE SITES WOULD REMAIN UNRESTRICTED.  GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION WITH ON-SITE
TREATMENT, ALTERNATIVE 11, IS COMPARABLE WITH REGARD TO OVERALL PROTECTION WITH THE GROUNDWATER IN-SITU
TREATMENT ALTERNATIVE, ALTERNATIVE 12, BUT ALTERNATIVE 11 IS MORE FEASIBLE AND ECONOMICAL THAN IS ALTERNATIVE
12.  THE LANDFILL CAPS NOT PROPOSED DO NOT OBTAIN ARARS FOR THE PARTICULAR LANDFILL, ARE NOT AS PROTECTIVE AS
THE CAPPING ALTERNATIVE CHOSEN, OR ARE OVERLY PROTECTIVE AND THEREFORE DEEMED IMPRACTICAL AND INFEASIBLE FOR
THE PARTICULAR LANDFILL. 

COMPLIANCE WITH ARARS:  THE COMBINATION OF PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES WILL MEET ALL STATE AND FEDERAL ARARS
INCLUDING THE COMPLIANCE WITH RCRA INTERIM STATUS AND CORRECTIVE ACTION REQUIREMENTS FOR THE 1985 SITE, THE
UPGRADING AND/OR ENHANCEMENT OF THE CAPS AT THE JAB AND "1978" SITES, AND THE TREATMENT OF CONTAMINATED AIR
AND GROUNDWATER THROUGHOUT THE JDF.  BY EXTRACTING AND TREATING THE CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER DOWNGRADIENT OF
THE JDF, BUT PRIOR TO ITS DISCHARGE INTO THE ROCK RIVER, THE GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION EXCEEDING THE FEDERAL
MCLS/WISCONSIN ENFORCEMENT STANDARDS WILL BE ADDRESSED AND WILL MEET ARARS.  THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVES
(ALTERNATIVES 1, 3, 7, AND 9), WILL NOT MEET ARARS FOR SITE CLOSURE NOR  WILL THEY PROPERLY ADDRESS THE ARARS
FOR CONTAMINATION IN THE AIR AND/OR GROUNDWATER.  THE IN-SITU GROUNDWATER TREATMENT ALTERNATIVE, ALTERNATIVE
12, WOULD ADDRESS THE ARARS FOR THE CONTAMINATION FOUND IN THE GROUNDWATER BUT THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE
UTILIZING ON-SITE TREATMENT IS MORE PRACTICABLE AND FEASIBLE BECAUSE OF SITE CONDITIONS.  FOR THE GROUNDWATER
TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES, ANY DISCHARGES TO THE ROCK RIVER WILL NEED TO COMPLY WITH ARARS.

LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE:  THE COMBINATION OF PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES WILL PROVIDE RELIABLE 
PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT OVER TIME.  THE CAPPING OPTIONS AFFORDED BY THE PROPOSED
ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO COMPLY WITH RCRA CORRECTIVE ACTION AT THE "1985" SITE, AND
THE UPGRADING OF THE CAP AT THE "1978" SITE, WILL MAINTAIN OR IMPROVE THE PROTECTIVENESS WITH REGARD TO
DIRECT CONTACT WITH ONSITE CONTAMINANTS IN SOIL AND LANDFILL CONTENTS AND WILL REDUCE THE AMOUNT OF
CONTAMINATION REACHING THE GROUNDWATER BY REDUCING LEACHATE GENERATION.  THE CAPS, INCLUDING THE PRESENT CAP
AT THE JAB, WILL NEED TO BE MAINTAINED TO ENSURE THEIR EFFECTIVENESS.  GROUNDWATER AND LANDFILL GAS
EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT OPTIONS AFFORDED BY THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES WILL EFFECTIVELY PREVENT THE SPREAD OF
CONTAMINATION AND WILL CONTINUE TO REDUCE THE LEVELS OF CONTAMINATION.  GROUNDWATER AND LANDFILL GAS
EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT WILL REQUIRE MONITORING AND INSPECTION TO ENSURE EFFECTIVENESS.  WITH PROPER
MAINTENANCE, BOTH THE CAPPING ALTERNATIVES AND THE EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES (GROUNDWATER AND



LANDFILL GAS) WILL BE RELIABLE.  THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVES (ALTERNATIVES 1, 3, 7, AND 9) WOULD NOT OFFER ANY
LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AT ALL SINCE CONTAMINANTS WOULD CONTINUE TO BE RELEASED TO THE ENVIRONMENT.  CAPPING
AND GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT OPTIONS NOT CHOSEN WOULD PROVIDE VARYING DEGREES OF LONG-TERM
EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE (IN SOME INSTANCES THE CAPPING ALTERNATIVES MAY PROVIDE MORE PERMANENCE) BUT THE
PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES ARE DEEMED MORE PRACTICABLE AND FEASIBLE TO ADDRESS SITE CONDITIONS.  ALTERNATIVES TO
ADDRESS SITE CONTAMINATION, SUCH AS SOLIDIFICATION, INCINERATION OR OTHER MORE PERMANENT MEASURES, WERE NOT
EVALUATED FOR THE JDF SINCE NO "HOT SPOTS" OF CONTAMINATION WERE FOUND WITHIN THE JDF AREA, AND TO REMOVE ALL
THE WASTE FROM THE JDF WOULD BE DEEMED EXTREMELY IMPRACTICAL AND INFEASIBLE.

REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY, OR VOLUME:  PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE 2 FOR THE "1985" SITE AND ALTERNATIVE 4 FOR
THE "1978" SITE INCLUDING LFG RECOVERY AND FLARING, WILL REDUCE THE TOXICITY AND MOBILITY OF THE
CONTAMINATION IN THE AIR AT AND AROUND THE SITE.  THE LFG EXTRACTION AND FLARING ALTERNATIVES WILL
EFFECTIVELY REDUCE THE TOXICITY OF THE CONTAMINANTS THAT ARE OR MAY BE MIGRATING OFF-SITE AND WILL ALSO 
SEVERELY RESTRICT THE MOBILITY OF THE CONTAMINANTS BY COLLECTING AND TREATING THEM.  THE GROUNDWATER
EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT ALTERNATIVE CHOSEN, ALTERNATIVE 11, WILL NOT REDUCE THE TOXICITY, MOBILITY OR VOLUME
OF THE CONTAMINANTS SINCE THE CONTAMINANTS ARE SIMPLY BEING TRANSFERRED FROM THE WATER TO THE AIR.  HOWEVER,
IF DEEMED NECESSARY, A TREATMENT SYSTEM SUCH AS AN AIR SCRUBBER MAY BE INSTALLED.  ALTERNATIVES NOT PROPOSED
EITHER DO NOT REDUCE THE TOXICITY, MOBILITY OR VOLUME OF THE CONTAMINANTS AT THE SITE OR ARE NOT AS
PRACTICABLE OR FEASIBLE FOR THE SITE CONDITIONS AS ARE THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES.  NONE OF THE LANDFILL CAP
ALTERNATIVES, SELECTED OR NOT SELECTED, WILL REDUCE THE TOXICITY, MOBILITY OR VOLUME OF THE CONTAMINANTS AT
THE JDF.  HOWEVER, THE CAPPING ALTERNATIVES SELECTED WILL AID IN RESTRICTING RELEASES FROM OCCURRING FROM THE
SITES.

SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS:  THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES WILL PROVIDE SOME DEGREE OF SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS. 
THE ACCESS RESTRICTION PORTIONS OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES WILL OFFER IMMEDIATE PROTECTION TO THE NEARBY
POPULATION WITH LITTLE OR NO IMPLEMENTATION TIME REQUIRED.  THE CAPPING AND COLLECTION AND TREATMENT PORTIONS
OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES WILL REQUIRE MORE TIME TO BE IMPLEMENTED AND BECOME EFFECTIVE.  NO ADVERSE
IMPACTS TO THE NEIGHBORING COMMUNITY OR ENVIRONMENT ARE ANTICIPATED DURING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF ANY OF THE
PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES.  THE ALTERNATIVES NOT PROPOSED FOR THIS SITE EITHER DO NOT AFFORD ANY PROTECTION AND
THEREFORE HAVE NO SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS (NO ACTION ALTERNATIVES) OR HAVE SIMILAR IMPLEMENTATION TIMES AND
EFFECTIVENESS AS THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES.

IMPLEMENTABILITY:  THE ALTERNATIVES WITHIN THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES INCLUDE DIFFERING DEGREES OF
IMPLEMENTABILITY.  THE ACCESS RESTRICTIONS PORTIONS OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES, WILL BE EASILY IMPLEMENTED
SINCE THE CITY OF JANESVILLE OWNS THE JDF SITE AND GOVERNS THE AREA IMPACTED BY THE CONTAMINATION.  SOME
COORDINATION BETWEEN LOCAL AGENCIES WILL BE REQUIRED TO IMPLEMENT THE DEED RESTRICTIONS ON AND NEAR THE JDF
SITES.  THE CAPPING PORTIONS OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES WILL BE SOMEWHAT MORE DIFFICULT TO IMPLEMENT THAN
SOME OF THE CAPPING OPTIONS NOT CHOSEN, SUCH AS THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVES (EXCEPT FOR THE "1963" SITE), BUT
THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES OFFER GREATER REDUCTION IN LEACHATE GENERATION AND ATTAIN ARARS.  THE PORTIONS OF
THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES REGARDING LANDFILL GAS AND GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT MAY REQUIRE MORE
STUDIES TO AID IN DESIGN.  THE TECHNOLOGY IS AVAILABLE AND PROVEN FOR THE EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT OF
LANDFILL GAS AND THE GROUNDWATER CALLED FOR BY THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES.  THE GROUNDWATER IN-SITU TREATMENT
ALTERNATIVE, ALTERNATIVE 12, WOULD BE MORE DIFFICULT TO IMPLEMENT THAN THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE, ALTERNATIVE
11, SINCE IN-SITU TREATMENT REQUIRES THE INTRODUCTION OF NUTRIENTS AND OXYGEN INTO THE GROUNDWATER AND ITS
RESULTS WOULD NOT BE AS DEFINITE AS THOSE PRODUCED BY THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE.

COST:  THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES ARE COMPARED TO EACH OTHER WITH REGARD TO THE CRITERIA LISTED ABOVE AND THEN
WHEN TWO OR MORE REMEDIES ACHIEVE THE SAME GOAL (I.E., ACHIEVE ARARS), COST CAN BECOME A DETERMINING FACTOR. 
HOWEVER, BECAUSE THE REMEDY(IES) AT THE JDF ARE TO SATISFY RCRA AS WELL AS CERCLA, COST AS AN EVALUATION
FACTOR HAS BEEN GIVEN LESS EMPHASIS WITH RESPECT TO SITES WHICH WILL BE ADDRESSED USING RCRA AUTHORITIES. 
CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE (O&M) COSTS FOR EACH ALTERNATIVE ARE SUMMARIZED IN TABLE 10
AND WITHIN THE FS.  THE ALTERNATIVES PROPOSED ARE BELIEVED TO BE THE MOST COST-EFFECTIVE REMEDIES TO MEET THE
OBJECTIVES OF CERCLA AND RCRA.

#SR
X.  THE SELECTED REMEDY



BASED ON THE FINDINGS OF THE RI/FS AND THE DOCUMENTS WITHIN THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD AND THE RESULTS OF THE
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD, THE SELECTED REMEDY FOR EACH OF THE JDF COMPONENTS IS AS FOLLOWS:

THE "1985" SITE:  COMPLIANCE WITH THE APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS OF RCRA WHICH WILL INCLUDE THE COMPONENTS OF
ALTERNATIVE 2.  SINCE THE "1985" SITE IS NOT AN NPL SITE, COMPLIANCE WITH THIS REMEDIAL DECISION WILL BE
ACHIEVED THROUGH RCRA AUTHORITIES.  ALTERNATIVE 2 COMPONENTS TO BE IMPLEMENTED INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING: 

       ! ACCESS RESTRICTIONS WHICH WILL PROMOTE THE USE OF DEED AND LAND USE RESTRICTIONS TO ASSURE THAT
FUTURE USE OF THIS SITE DOES NOT INCREASE THE RELEASE OR POTENTIAL RELEASE OF HAZARDOUS
SUBSTANCES TO THE ENVIRONMENT OR BECOME DANGEROUS TO THE LIFE OR HEALTH OF PEOPLE;  A FENCE
WILL NEED TO BE INSTALLED AROUND THE MACHINERY USED TO GATHER THE LANDFILL GAS, BOTH FOR THE
PROTECTION OF THE PEOPLE AND OF THE MACHINERY.  A FENCE MAY NEED TO BE INSTALLED AROUND THE
LANDFILL GAS COLLECTION WELLS, BUT THIS CAN NOT BE DETERMINED UNTIL AFTER THE SYSTEM IS
DESIGNED.

       ! AN LFG EXTRACTION AND FLARING SYSTEM THAT MAY LATER BE CONVERTED INTO AN ENERGY CONVERTING
SYSTEM WILL BE INSTALLED.  THE LANDFILL GAS EXTRACTION AND FLARING SYSTEM WILL BE DESIGNED
DURING THE REMEDIAL DESIGN STAGE, BUT MAY INVOLVE A NUMBER OF LFG EXTRACTION WELLS WHICH WILL
BE CONNECTED BY A GAS HEADER PIPE SYSTEM TO A MECHANICAL BLOWER, WHICH IN TURN WILL CREATE
ZONES OF LOW PRESSURE WITHIN THE LANDFILL AND INDUCE GAS FLOW INTO THE WELLS.

       ! IMPROVEMENTS TO THE LANDFILL CAP INCLUDING THE UPGRADING OF THE CAP TO MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF
WAC NR 504.07.  (THE PRPS HAVE SHOWN THAT WITH THE WAC NR 504.07 CAP, ALONG WITH THE
IMPROVEMENTS OF THE LEACHATE COLLECTION SYSTEM AND THE EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT OF LFG, THE
PERFORMANCE STANDARDS OF THE WAC NR 504.07 LANDFILL CAP WILL MEET OR EXCEED THE PERFORMANCE
STANDARDS FOR THE RCRA  SUBTITLE C/WAC NR 181.44 (13) CAP).  THE CAP FOR THE 1985 SITE SHOULD
BE TIED INTO THE CAP FOR THE 1978 SITE.

       ! CONTINUED MONITORING INCLUDING THE MONITORING OF THE GROUNDWATER AND AIR, ACCORDING TO RCRA,
AND THE LONG-TERM MAINTENANCE OF THE LANDFILL CAP.

       ! THE REPAIRING AND/OR THE IMPROVING OF THE LEACHATE COLLECTION SYSTEM, AS REQUIRED BY RCRA/WAC
TO ASSURE THAT NO MORE THAN ONE (1) FOOT OF LEACHATE EXISTS ABOVE THE BOTTOM LINER.

       ! "1985" SITE CLEAN-UP GOALS OR STANDARDS:

                 • MEET THE CLOSURE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS AS STATED WITHIN WAC NR 504.07,

                 • MEET RCRA REQUIREMENTS FOR POST-CLOSURE AND CORRECTIVE ACTION,

                 • ELIMINATE THE RISK CAUSED BY ON-SITE AND OFF-SITE BREATHING OF CONTAMINATED AIR CAUSED
BY THE EMISSIONS OF LANDFILL GAS, MEETING THE REQUIREMENTS OF WAC NR 400 STANDARDS; AND

                 • REPAIR AND/OR IMPROVE THE LEACHATE COLLECTION SYSTEM TO ELIMINATE EXCESSIVE HEAD LEVELS,
(HEAD LEVELS WILL BE NO MORE THAN 1 FOOT ABOVE THE BOTTOM LINER).

       ! ESTIMATED COSTS:

                 • ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST:  $2,949,000
                 • ESTIMATED ANNUAL O&M COST:  $39,500 - $152,000
                 • ESTIMATED 30 YEAR PRESENT NET WORTH:  $4,521,000

THE "1978" SITE:  THE SELECTED REMEDY WILL INCLUDE COMPONENTS OF ALTERNATIVE 4, INCLUDING THE FOLLOWING:

       ! ACCESS RESTRICTIONS WHICH WILL PROMOTE THE USE OF DEED AND LAND USE RESTRICTIONS TO ASSURE THAT
FUTURE USE OF THIS SITE DOES NOT INCREASE THE RELEASE OR POTENTIAL RELEASE OF HAZARDOUS
SUBSTANCES TO THE ENVIRONMENT OR BECOME DANGEROUS TO THE LIFE OR HEALTH OF PEOPLE; A FENCE WILL



NEED TO BE INSTALLED AROUND THE MACHINERY USED TO GATHER THE LANDFILL GAS, BOTH FOR THE
PROTECTION OF THE PEOPLE AND OF THE MACHINERY.  A FENCE MAY NEED TO BE INSTALLED AROUND THE
LANDFILL GAS COLLECTION WELLS, BUT THIS CANNOT BE DETERMINED UNTIL AFTER THE SYSTEM IS DESIGNED
OR UNTIL AFTER THE PRPS EXERCISE THEIR OPTION TO TEST OUT OF THE REQUIREMENT TO EXTRACT AND
TREAT THE LFG AS ALLOWED BY WAC NR 506.08(6) AND ADDRESS THE POTENTIAL FOR EXPLOSIVE GAS
MIGRATION.

       ! AN LFG EXTRACTION AND FLARING SYSTEM THAT MAY LATER BE CONVERTED INTO AN ENERGY CONVERTING
SYSTEM.  THE LANDFILL GAS EXTRACTION AND FLARING SYSTEM WILL BE DESIGNED DURING THE REMEDIAL
DESIGN STAGE, BUT MAY INVOLVE A NUMBER OF LFG EXTRACTION WELLS WHICH WILL BE CONNECTED BY A GAS
HEADER PIPE SYSTEM TO A MECHANICAL BLOWER, WHICH IN TURN WILL CREATE ZONES OF LOW PRESSURE
WITHIN THE LANDFILL AND INDUCE GAS FLOW INTO THE WELLS.  THE LFG SYSTEM FOR THE "1978" SITE MAY
BE TIED INTO THE SYSTEM BEING RECOMMENDED FOR THE "1985" SITE AND MAY ALSO EVENTUALLY BE TIED
INTO A SYSTEM WHICH MAY BE DEVELOPED FOR THE CURRENTLY OPERATING LANDFILL ACROSS BLACK BRIDGE
ROAD TO THE NORTH.  THE PRPS HAVE THE OPTION TO TEST OUT OF THE REQUIREMENT OF IMPLEMENTING THE
LFG EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT SYSTEM BY DEMONSTRATING THE PERFORMANCE CRITERIA OF NR 504.04(4)
CAN BE ACHIEVED, AS ALLOWED BY WAC NR 506.08(6), AND BY DEMONSTRATING THAT THE MIGRATION OF
EXPLOSIVE GASES HAS BEEN PREVENTED.  THE TEST OUT PROCEDURES, IF OPTED WILL BE CONDUCTED AFTER
THE NEW CAP IS IN PLACE.

       ! CONTAINMENT OF THE WASTES AND SUBSURFACE SOILS BY UPGRADING THE LANDFILL COVER TO COMPLY WITH
THE STANDARDS OF WAC NR 504.07.  THE LANDFILL CAP FOR THE 1978 SITE SHOULD BE TIED INTO THE CAP
FOR THE 1985 SITE.

       ! CONTINUED GROUNDWATER AND AIR MONITORING.

       ! "1978" CLEAN-UP GOALS OR STANDARDS:

                 • MEET WAC NR 504.07 CAPPING/COVER REQUIREMENTS,

                 • ELIMINATE THE RISKS CAUSED BY THE ON-SITE AND OFF-SITE BREATHING OF CONTAMINATED AIR
CAUSED BY THE EMISSIONS OF LANDFILL GAS BY IMPLEMENTING THE LFG EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT
SYSTEM OR SUCCEEDING WITH THE HAZARDOUS AIR CONTAMINANT TEST OUT PROCEDURES.

       ! ESTIMATED COSTS:

                 • ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST:  $3,993,000
                 • ESTIMATED ANNUAL O&M COST:  $52,500 - $135,000
                 • ESTIMATED 30 YEAR PRESENT NET WORTH:  $5,331,000
                 • (ESTIMATED COSTS ARE ASSUMING THAT THE LFG EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT SYSTEM WILL BE

IMPLEMENTED.  THE COST OF THE HAZARDOUS AIR CONTAMINANT TEST OUT PROCEDURES HAS NOT BEEN
ESTIMATED)

THE "1963" SITE:  THE SELECTED REMEDY WILL INCLUDE COMPONENTS OF ALTERNATIVE 5, THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE. 
HOWEVER, THE FOLLOWING WILL STILL NEED TO BE IMPLEMENTED:  (SINCE THE "1963" SITE IS NOT ON THE NPL, THESE
REQUIREMENTS AND ANY OTHERS WHICH MAY ARISE IN THE FUTURE, ARE EXPECTED TO BE ACHIEVED THROUGH RCRA
AUTHORITIES.)

       ! ACCESS RESTRICTIONS WHICH WILL PROMOTE THE USE OF DEED AND LAND USE RESTRICTIONS TO ASSURE USE
OF THIS SITE DOES NOT INCREASE THE RELEASE OR POTENTIAL RELEASE OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES TO THE
ENVIRONMENT OR BECOME DANGEROUS TO THE LIFE OR HEALTH OF THE PEOPLE.

       ! CONTINUED GROUNDWATER MONITORING

       ! "1963" CLEAN-UP GOALS OR STANDARDS:
                 • NONE



       ! ESTIMATED COSTS:
                 • ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST:          WILL HAVE SOME COSTS
                 • ESTIMATED ANNUAL O&M COST:            ASSOCIATED WITH THE
                 • ESTIMATED 30 YEAR PRESENT NET WORTH:  CONTINUED MONITORING

THE JAB SITE:  THE SELECTED REMEDY WILL INCLUDE COMPONENTS OF ALTERNATIVE 8, INCLUDING THE FOLLOWING:

       ! ACCESS RESTRICTIONS WHICH WILL PROMOTE THE USE OF DEED AND LAND USE RESTRICTIONS TO ASSURE THAT
FUTURE USE OF THIS SITE DOES NOT INCREASE THE RELEASE OR POTENTIAL RELEASE OF HAZARDOUS
SUBSTANCES TO THE ENVIRONMENT OR BECOME DANGEROUS TO THE LIFE OR HEALTH OF PEOPLE.

       ! THE CONTAINMENT OF WASTES AND SUBSURFACE SOILS BY MAINTAINING THE PRESENT CAP AND UPGRADING THE
PRESENT CAP AND SITE DRAINAGE, AS NEEDED.

       ! CONTINUE GROUNDWATER MONITORING.

       ! COMPLY WITH ALL APPLICABLE RCRA REQUIREMENTS.

       ! REMOVE AND PROPERLY DISPOSE OF THE REMAINING ASH PILE LOCATED TO THE SOUTH OF THE JAB AS PER
WAC NR 500 - 520.  THE ASH IS REGULATED AS A SOLID WASTE AS DEFINED BY WIS. STATS. 144.01(15)

       ! JAB CLEAN-UP GOALS OR STANDARDS:

                 • COMPLY WITH RCRA POST-CLOSURE AND CORRECTIVE ACTION REQUIREMENTS,

                 • ASSURE CAP IS PROPERLY MAINTAINED AND ASSURE PROPER SITE DRAINAGE.

       ! ESTIMATED COSTS:

                 • ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST:  $75,000
                 • ESTIMATED ANNUAL O&M COST:  $14,100
                 • ESTIMATED 30 YEAR PRESENT NET WORTH:  $292,000

JDF GROUNDWATER:  THE SELECTED REMEDY WILL INCLUDE THE COMPONENTS OF ALTERNATIVE 10 AND COMPONENTS OF
ALTERNATIVE 11, INCLUDING THE FOLLOWING:

       ! THE PROVISIONS OF ALTERNATIVE 10 WILL PROMOTE THE USE OF DEED AND GROUNDWATER USE RESTRICTIONS
FOR THE AREA BETWEEN THE JDF AND THE ROCK RIVER.

       ! THE INSTALLATION OF GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION WELLS TO INTERCEPT THE GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION
PRIOR TO IT REACHING THE ROCK RIVER.  THE GROUNDWATER PUMP AND TREAT SYSTEM SHALL BE
CONSTRUCTED TO ALLOW SUFFICIENT PUMPAGE TO INTERCEPT GROUNDWATER FROM AS FAR SOUTH AS THE WELL
25 AREA AND AS FAR NORTH AS THE WALL 9/9A AREA.

       ! THE DEVELOPMENT OF A GROUNDWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM THAT WILL TREAT THE VOCS IN THE GROUNDWATER
BY MEANS OF AN AIR STRIPPER OR OTHER APPROVED TECHNOLOGY, IF NEEDED.  AIR EMISSIONS FROM THE
TREATMENT SYSTEM WILL NEED TO MEET THE STANDARDS OF WAS NR 400 - 499.  THE GROUNDWATER
EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT SYSTEM WILL BE DESIGNED DURING THE REMEDIAL DESIGN STAGE AND WILL TAKE
INTO ACCOUNT THE SYSTEM THAT MAY BE INSTALLED IMMEDIATELY DOWNGRADIENT OF THE JDF, AT THE
PARKER PEN SITE.  THE GROUNDWATER MAY NEED TO BE TREATED FOR INORGANICS AS WELL, IF SAMPLING
DETERMINES THAT INORGANICS WITHIN THE PUMPED GROUNDWATER EXCEEDS FEDERAL OR STATE STANDARDS. 
THE TREATED WATER WILL THEN BE DISCHARGED INTO THE ROCK RIVER.  THE GROUNDWATER WILL NEED TO BE
EXTRACTED AND TREATED AS LONG AS THE GROUNDWATER WITHIN, AT, AND DOWNGRADIENT OF THE JDF
CONTAINS CONTAMINANTS THAT EXCEED THE WAC NR 140 STANDARDS.  THE TREATED GROUNDWATER WILL BE
REQUIRED TO MEET THE WATER QUALITY STANDARDS OR WAC NR 102, NR 104, NR 105, NR 106, NR 207, AND
THE WPDES PERMIT REQUIREMENTS OF NR 200 AND NR 220 PRIOR TO DISCHARGE INTO THE ROCK RIVER.



       ! CONTINUED GROUNDWATER MONITORING.

       ! JDF GROUNDWATER CLEAN-UP GOALS OR STANDARDS:

                 • PROVIDE A GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION SYSTEM THAT IS AS EFFECTIVE OR MORE EFFECTIVE THAN THE
SYSTEM PROPOSED IN THE AUGUST 1989 FEASIBILITY STUDY;

                 • PUMP AND TREAT THE GROUNDWATER UNTIL NO FEDERAL MCLS/WAC NR 140 EXCEEDANCES EXIST
BETWEEN JDF AND THE ROCK RIVER;

                 • PREVENT CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER FROM REACHING THE ROCK RIVER,

                 • ELIMINATE THE HEALTH RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH THE CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER, IE.
CONTAMINANTS OVER THE FEDERAL MCLS/WISCONSIN ENFORCEMENT STANDARDS;

                 • COMPLY WITH RCRA POST-CLOSURE AND CORRECTIVE ACTION REQUIREMENTS;

                 • MEET SURFACE WATER QUALITY STANDARDS AS PER WAC NR 102, NR 104, NR 105, NR 106, NR 200,
NR 208, AND NR 220, WITH REGARDS TO THE DISCHARGE OF THE TREATED GROUNDWATER INTO THE
ROCK RIVER; AND

                 • MEET AIR QUALITY STANDARDS AS PER WAC NR 400 - 499 WITH REGARDS TO THE EMISSIONS
ASSOCIATED WITH THE TREATING OF THE CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER.

       ! ESTIMATED COSTS:

                 • ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST:  $504,000
                 • ESTIMATED ANNUAL O&M COST:  $57,000 - $117,000
                 • ESTIMATED 30 YEAR PRESENT NET WORTH:  $2,184,000

#CA
XI. COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE

NO SIGNIFICANT ISSUES WERE RAISED DURING THE PUBLIC MEETING TO ALTER THE COMPONENTS OF THE PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVES.  CHARGES TO THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES AS STATED IN THE PROPOSED PLAN PRESENTED TO THE PUBLIC,
BASED ON COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM THE PUBLIC AND THE PRPS DURING THE COMMENT PERIOD AND DURING THE 60 DAY
TECHNICAL NEGOTIATION ARE DISCUSSED IN SECTION VIII OF THIS DOCUMENT.  INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS AND LETTERS ARE
SUMMARIZED WITHIN ATTACHMENT 1, THE RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY, ATTACHED TO THIS DOCUMENT.

#SA
STATE ACCEPTANCE

THE LETTER STATING THE WDNR'S ACCEPTANCE OF THE US EPA'S SELECTED REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES IS FOUND AS
ATTACHMENT 2 TO THIS DOCUMENT.

#SD
STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

THE SELECTED ALTERNATIVES FOR THE JANESVILLE DISPOSAL FACILITY, AS LISTED IN SECTION VIII OF THIS ROD, MEET
THE STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS IN THAT THEY ARE PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT, ATTAIN ARARS,
UTILIZE PERMANENT SOLUTIONS AND ALTERATIVE TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES OR RESOURCE RECOVERY TECHNOLOGIES TO THE
MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE AND HAVE A PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT AS A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT, AS DESCRIBED BELOW;

PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT;

THE SELECTED REMEDY, A COMBINATION OF ALTERNATIVES ADDRESSING EACH INDIVIDUAL SITE WITHIN THE JDF, WILL BE



PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT THROUGH THE USE OF LAND AND GROUNDWATER USE RESTRICTIONS,
CONTAINMENT OF WASTES AND SUBSURFACE SOILS, AND BY THE EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT OF CONTAMINATED LANDFILL GAS
AND THE EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT OF THE CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER.

PROTECTIVENESS WILL BE ACHIEVED BY THE UPGRADING OF THE CAPS FOR THE "1985" AND "1978" SITES AND BY ASSURING
THE PROPER MAINTENANCE AND DRAINAGE CONTROL FOR THE JAB.  (BASED ON THE FINDINGS OF THE RI, A CAP UPGRADES
WAS NOT DEEMED NECESSARY AT THIS TIME FOR THE "1963" SITE).  CAP UPGRADES AND PROPER MAINTENANCE PRACTICES
ARE RELIABLE METHODS TO ALLEVIATE THE DIRECT CONTACT THREAT FROM THE SITE'S CONTENTS AND WILL ALSO HELP IN
REDUCING LEACHATE GENERATION, THEREBY REDUCING THE AMOUNT OF CONTAMINATION REACHING THE GROUNDWATER.  SINCE
UNTREATED WASTES WILL REMAIN WITHIN SITES, THE GROUNDWATER WILL CONTINUE TO BE MONITORED TO ENSURE THE
PROTECTIVENESS OF THE SELECTED REMEDIES.

PROTECTIVENESS WILL ALSO BE ACHIEVED BY THE EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT OF THE CONTAMINATED LANDFILL GAS AT THE
"1985" AND "1978" SITES (THE PRPS MAY EXERCISE THEIR OPTION AND ELECT TO TRY TO TEST OUT OF THE NEED TO
IMPLEMENT THE LFG EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT AT THE "1978" SITE BY FOLLOWING THE HAZARDOUS AIR CONTAMINANT
PROCEDURES AS ALLOWED BY WAC NR 506.08(6) AND BY DEMONSTRATING THAT THE MIGRATION OF EXPLOSIVE GASES HAS BEEN
PREVENTED) AND OF EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT OF THE CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER DOWNGRADIENT OF JDF, BETWEEN JDF
AND THE ROCK RIVER.  BY TREATING THE LANDFILL GAS AND THE GROUNDWATER, THE RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH THE
RESPECTIVE CONTAMINATION WILL BE GREATLY REDUCED, IF NOT ELIMINATED.  THE EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT REMEDIES
ARE RELIABLE METHODS TO ASSURE THE PROTECTIVENESS OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.

THE ACCESS/LAND USE RESTRICTIONS AND THE GROUNDWATER USE RESTRICTIONS IMPLEMENTED BY THE SELECTED
ALTERNATIVES WILL AID IN ACHIEVING THE PROTECTIVENESS OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  THE RESTRICTIONS
WILL REDUCE THE LIKELIHOOD OF ACTIVITIES OCCURRING ON-SITE THAT MAY DAMAGE THE SITES' CAPS AND WILL PROHIBIT
THE INSTALLATION OF WATER SUPPLY WELLS IN THE AREA OCCUPIED BY THE JDF AND BETWEEN THE JDF AND THE ROCK
RIVER.

THERE WILL NO UNACCEPTABLE SHORT-TERM RISKS OR CROSS-MEDIA IMPACTS CAUSED BY THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE
SELECTED REMEDIES.

ATTAINMENT OF ARARS;

THE SELECTED REMEDIES WILL BE DESIGNED TO MEET ALL THE APPLICABLE, OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS
(ARARS) OF FEDERAL AND MORE STRINGENT STATE ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS.  A LIST OF THE PROBABLE ARARS FOR THE JDF
SITES IS LISTED WITHIN THE FS.  THE PRIMARY ARARS THAT WILL BE ACHIEVED BY EACH OF THE SELECTED ALTERNATIVES
FOR THE INDIVIDUAL SITES ARE AS FOLLOWS.  EACH ARAR IS DESIGNED AS EITHER APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND
APPROPRIATE.

CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS:

"1985" SITE;

            ! CAPPING REQUIREMENTS AS STATED IN WAC NR 504.07. (US EPA, IN CONSULTATION WITH THE WDNR,
DETERMINED THAT THE WAC NR 504.07 CAP IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE IMPROVEMENTS TO THE
LEACHATE COLLECTION SYSTEM AND THE EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT OF LFG, THE ARARS OF RCRA
SUBTITLE C WILL BE OBTAINED.)

            ! MONITORING, LONG-TERM CARE AND CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS AS REQUIRED UNDER RCRA/WAC NR 181,

            ! ARE ALL APPLICABLE TO THE "1985" SITE.

"1976" SITE;

            ! CAPPING REQUIREMENTS AS STATED WAC NR 504.07,

            ! MONITORING AND PROPER CAP MAINTENANCE WILL FOLLOW STANDARDS STATED IN WAC NR 508 AND WAC
NR 514,



            ! ARE APPLICABLE TO THE "1978" SITE.

"1963" SITE;

            ! THERE ARE NO CAPPING ARARS FOR THE "1963" SITE, BUT CAP IMPROVEMENTS AS CALLED FOR BY
RCRA CORRECTIVE ACTION FOR SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT UNITS AS DETERMINED BY 40 CFR 264 MAY
BE APPLICABLE.

JAB SITE;

            ! CAPPING REQUIREMENTS WITH PROPER CAP MAINTENANCE AS STATED IN WAC NR 181 ARE APPLICABLE.

CONTAMINATED AIR CONCERNS:

"1985" SITE

            ! NATIONAL PRIMARY AND SECONDARY AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS AS REFERRED TO BY 40 CFR
50, REGARDING THE PARTICULATE STANDARDS THAT APPLY TO DUST GENERATING CONSTRUCTION
ACTIVITIES,

            ! WAC NR 400 SERIES REGULATIONS COVERING THE RANGE OF WISCONSIN AIR QUALITY REQUIREMENTS,

            ! PERFORMANCE STANDARDS REGARDING THE CONTROL OF LANDFILL GAS EMISSIONS AS STATED IN WAC
NR 504.04(4)(E) AND (F) AND THE DESIGN CRITERIA AS OUTLINED IN WAC NR 504.05(7) AND (8),

            ! LANDFILL CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS AS STATED IN WAC NR 506.08(6) REQUIRING LANDFILL GAS
CONTROL/TREATMENT SYSTEM IN LANDFILLS WITH MORE THAT 500,000 CU YDS OF WASTE AND

            ! THE GAS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS AS STATED IN WAC NR 508.04(2), REQUIRING LANDFILL GAS
MONITORING TO ASSESS GAS MIGRATION AND THE EFFECTIVENESS OF ANY LANDFILL GAS CONTROL
SYSTEM,

            ! ARE APPLICABLE.

"1978" SITE;

            ! SAME AS FOR THE "1985" SITE.

JDF GROUNDWATER;

            ! CONTROL OF HAZARDOUS POLLUTANTS AS STATED IN WAC NR 445, WHICH ESTABLISHES HOURLY OR
ANNUAL EMISSION RATE LIMIT FOR SPECIFIC SUBSTANCES.

            ! IS APPLICABLE

CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER CONCERNS:

JDF GROUNDWATER;

            ! MCLS AS CALLED FOR BY THE SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT, TO BE MET WITHIN AND AT THE JDF AND
BETWEEN THE JDF SITES AND THE ROCK RIVER,

            ! ENFORCEABLE LIMITS FOR SUBSTANCES IN GROUNDWATER RELEASED FROM A SOLID WASTE  MANAGEMENT
UNIT PERMITTED UNDER RCRA, AS STATED IN 40 CFR 264.94

            ! GROUNDWATER QUALITY STANDARDS AS STATED IN WAC NR 140, AND



            ! GROUNDWATER MONITORING TO BE CONDUCTED AT ALL THE SITES AS PER RCRA CLOSURE AND
CORRECTIVE ACTION REQUIREMENTS, AS STATED IN 40 CFR 264 REQUIREMENTS, AND WITHIN WAC NR
140/41 AND NR 508, ARE APPLICABLE TO THE GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION FOUND AT THE JDF.

SURFACE WATER CONCERNS:

JDF;

            ! SURFACE WATER QUALITY STANDARDS SET FORTH IN WAC NR 102 FOR THE DISCHARGED TREATED
GROUNDWATER,

            ! WAC NR 104, 105 AND 106 STANDARDS REGARDING CRITERIA FOR ACCEPTABLE DISCHARGE LIMITS AS
WELL AS THE LIMITS SET FORTH IN WAC NR 217/220, AND

            ! FEDERAL NPDES REGULATIONS AS STATED IN 40 CFR 122, 125 AND 131,

            ! ARE APPLICABLE TO THE DISCHARGE OF THE TREATED GROUNDWATER FROM THE JDF SITES.

COST EFFECTIVENESS;

SINCE THE JDF CONTAINS TWO RCRA REGULATED FACILITIES, AND THE OTHER TWO SITES WITHIN THE JDF ARE RCRA SOLID
WASTE MANAGEMENT UNITS, COST EFFECTIVENESS IS NOT OF MAJOR CONCERN IN CHOOSING REMEDIAL ACTIONS FOR PORTIONS
OF THE JDF COVERED UNDER RCRA AUTHORITIES.  HOWEVER, THE SELECTED REMEDIES FOR THE JDF ARE CONSIDERED COST
EFFECTIVE WHEN COMPARED TO ALTERNATIVES NOT CHOSEN, WHICH MAY HAVE HAD A SIMILAR OR GREATER DEGREE OF
PROTECTIVENESS TO THE ENVIRONMENT AND TO PUBLIC HEALTH.  FOR INSTANCE, ALTERNATIVE 12, IN-SITU GROUNDWATER
TREATMENT, YIELDS RESULTS SIMILAR TO ALTERNATIVE 11, GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT, BUT ALTERNATIVE 11
WAS CHOSEN BECAUSE IT IS ESTIMATED TO BE HALF AS COSTLY AS ALTERNATIVE 12.  ALSO, THE MAXIMUM CAP UPGRADES
WERE NOT CHOSEN FOR ANY OF THE JDF UNITS, WHILE THE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS WILL STILL BE ACHIEVED, SO THE
SELECTED ALTERNATIVES ARE CERTAINLY MORE COST EFFECTIVE THAN SOME OF THE CAPPING ALTERNATIVES NOT SELECTED. 
THE TOTAL COST FOR THE SELECTED REMEDIES AT THE JDF ARE ESTIMATED FOR A 30 YEAR PRESENT NET WORTH AT NEARLY
$12 MILLION DOLLARS.  THE COSTS, HOWEVER, WILL COVER THE REMEDIES FOR ALL FOUR SITES WITHIN THE JDF AND WILL
ADDRESS THE GROUNDWATER AND AIR CONTAMINATION PROBLEMS CAUSED BY THE JDF SITE.

UTILIZATION OF PERMANENT AND ALTERNATIVE TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES OR RESOURCE RECOVERY TECHNOLOGIES TO THE
MAXIMUM EXTENT

THE ALTERNATIVES CHOSEN REPRESENT THE BEST BALANCE OF ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED TO ADDRESS THE CONTAMINATION
PROBLEMS FOUND AT THE JDF.  BY EXTRACTING AND TREATING THE LANDFILL GAS AT THE "1978" AND THE "1985" SITES,
THE POTENTIAL HEALTH THREATS TO NEIGHBORING RESIDENTS WILL BE DRASTICALLY REDUCED, IF NOT TOTALLY ELIMINATED,
AND THE EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT OF THE GROUNDWATER BETWEEN JDF AND THE ROCK RIVER WILL OFFER ADDED
PROTECTION TO PUBLIC HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  THE CAPPING ALTERNATIVES CHOSEN ARE NOT PERMANENT REMEDIES,
AND WILL REQUIRE APPROPRIATE AMOUNTS OF MONITORING AND MAINTENANCE TO ASSURE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE CAP. 
THE LAND USE AND GROUNDWATER USE RESTRICTIONS IMPLEMENTED BY THE SELECTED REMEDIES WILL FURTHER ASSURE ADDED
PROTECTION TO THE PUBLIC HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  THE SELECTED REMEDIES REPRESENT THE MAXIMUM EXTENT TO
WHICH PERMANENT SOLUTIONS AND TREATMENT CAN BE PRACTICABLY UTILIZED FOR THIS ACTION.  DUE TO THE LARGE
QUANTITIES OF WASTE WITHIN THE JDF UNITS, (EXCEPT FOR THE JAB, IN WHICH MOST OF THE WASTES HAVE BEEN
REMOVED), AND THE DISCOVERY OF NO "HOT SPOTS" WITHIN THE LANDFILLS, ALTERNATIVES INVOLVING THE TREATMENT OR
REMOVAL OF THE WASTES WERE DEEMED IMPRACTICABLE AND WERE NOT CARRIED FORWARD.

PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT AS A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT;

THE CONTAMINATION OF THE AIR BY THE LAND FILL GAS AND THE CONTAMINATION OF THE GROUNDWATER WERE IDENTIFIED IN
THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AS BEING THE PRINCIPAL THREATS POSED BY THE JDF SITE.  THE SELECTED ALTERNATIVES
GIVE PREFERENCE TO TREATMENT IN THAT BOTH THE GROUNDWATER AND THE LANDFILL GAS CONTAMINATION PROBLEMS WILL BE
ADDRESSED VIA TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES.  THE GROUNDWATER WILL BE EXTRACTED AND TREATED BY AIR STRIPPING
(ALTERNATIVES 2 AND 4).



#S
XIV.  SUMMARY

THE PRESENCE OF GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION AND THE EMISSION OF CONTAMINANTS VIA LANDFILL GAS AT AND AROUND THE
JANESVILLE DISPOSAL FACILITIES, REQUIRES THAT REMEDIAL ACTIONS BE IMPLEMENTED TO REDUCE THE RISK TO PUBLIC
HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  THE US EPA BELIEVES, BASED ON THE RI/FS AND THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD, THAT THE
SELECTED ALTERNATIVES PROVIDE THE BEST BALANCE OF TRADE-OFFS AMONG ALTERNATIVES WITH RESPECT TO THE CRITERIA
USED TO EVALUATE THE REMEDIES.  BASED ON THE INFORMATION AVAILABLE AT THIS TIME, THE US EPA BELIEVES THAT THE
SELECTED REMEDY WILL BE PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT, WILL UTILIZE PERMANENT SOLUTIONS AND
ALTERNATIVE TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES OF RESOURCE RECOVERY TECHNOLOGIES TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE. 

THE TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS FOR THE REMEDIAL ACTION AT THE FOUR SITES THAT COMPRISE THE JDF ARE AS FOLLOWS:

"1985" COSTS, ALTERNATIVE 2:

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST:  $2,949,000
ESTIMATED ANNUAL O&M COST:  $39,500 - $142,000
ESTIMATED 30 YEAR PRESENT NET WORTH:  $4,521,000

"1978" COSTS, ALTERNATIVE 4:

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST:  $3,993,000
ESTIMATED ANNUAL O&M COST:  $52,000 - $135,000
ESTIMATED 30 YEAR PRESENT NET WORTH:  $5,331,000

"1963" COSTS, ALTERNATIVE 5:                 WILL HAVE SOME COSTS

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST:            ASSOCIATED WITH THE
ESTIMATED ANNUAL O&M COST:              CONTINUED GROUNDWATER
ESTIMATED 30 YEAR PRESENT NET WORTH:    MONITORING.

JAB COSTS, ALTERNATIVE 8:

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST:  $75,000
ESTIMATED ANNUAL O&M COST:  $14,100
ESTIMATED 30 YEAR PRESENT NET WORTH:  $292,000

JDF GROUNDWATER ALTERNATIVES 10 AND 11:

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST:  $504,000
ESTIMATED ANNUAL O&M COST:  $57,000 - $117,000
ESTIMATED 30 YEAR PRESENT NET WORTH:  $2,184,000

TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS OF THE SELECTED ALTERNATIVES:

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST FOR RCRA (NON-CERCLA/NPL) SELECTED ALTERNATIVES (INCLUDES ALTERNATIVE 2 FOR THE "1985"
SITE, AND ALTERNATIVE 5 FOR THE "1963" SITE):

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST:  $2,949,000
ESTIMATED ANNUAL O&M COST:  $39,500 - $142,000
ESTIMATED 30 YEAR PRESENT NET WORTH:  $4,521,000

TOTAL FOR CERCLA/NPL SELECTED ALTERNATIVES (INCLUDES ALTERNATIVE 4 FOR THE "1978" SITE, ALTERNATIVE 8 FOR THE
JAB, AND ALTERNATIVES 10 AND 11 FOR THE JDF GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST:  $4,572,000
ESTIMATED ANNUAL O&M COST:  $124,100 - $266,100



ESTIMATED 30 YEAR PRESENT NET WORTH:  $7,807,000

TOTAL FOR ALL JDF SELECTED ALTERNATIVES (INCLUDING ALTERNATIVE 4 FOR THE "1978" SITE, ALTERNATIVE 8 FOR THE
JAB, ALTERNATIVES 10 AND 11 FOR THE JDF GROUNDWATER AND ALTERNATIVE 2 FOR THE "1985" SITE AND ALTERNATIVE 5
FOR THE "1963" SITE):

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST:  $7.4,521,000
ESTIMATED ANNUAL O&M COST:  $163,600 - $408,100
ESTIMATED 30 YEAR PRESENT NET WORTH:  $12,328,000



#TA
TABLES AND ATTACHMENTS

TABLE 1
CONTAMINANTS DETECTED AT THE JDF

                                                         NUMBER LOCATIONS
                                                         SAMPLED FOR
                                CHEMICAL CONCENTRATION   ANALYSIS
   ENVIRONMENTAL                               GEOMETRIC           POSITIVE
   MEDIUM        CHEMICAL   MINIMUM   MAXIMUM   MEAN     TOTAL    DETECTION

   GROUNDWATER
                 VOLATILE    UG/L       UG/L    UG/L       42

            CHLOROMETHANE     -           50     -                      1
            VINYL CHLORIDE    1           15     5                      7
            CHLOROETHANE      1            4     2                      3
          METHYLENE CHLORIDE  2          720    10                      7
            ACETONE          12         2400    73                     24
          1,1-DICHLOROETHENE  1            6     3                      3
          1,1-DICHLOROETHANE  2            6     4                      8
          1,2-DICHLOROETHENE  2          420    20                     14
            (TOTAL)
            CHLOROFORM        1           32     3                      8
            2-BUTANE          2            8     4                      3
        1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE 9           36    16                      6
            TRICHLOROETHANE   1         1300    44                     16
            BENZENE          0.5           3    1.4                     7
          TETRACHLOROEHTENE  0.7        4000    45                     14
            TOLUENE           1           16     4                      2
            CHLOROBENZENE     -            5     -                      1
            ETHYLBENZENE      -            6     -                      1
            STYRENE           -            7     -                      1
            XYLENES (TOTAL)   6            8     7                      2

            SEMIVOLATILE     UG/L       UG/L    UG/L       42

        1,4-DICHLOROBENZENE   -            2     -                      1
            ISOPHORONE       0.3          0.8   0.5                     2
        2-METHYLNAPHTHALENE   -           0.6    -                      1
        DIETHYLPHTHALATE     0.3           3    0.5                    15
        DI-N-BUTYLPHTHALATE   -           0.7    -                      1
        BUTYLBENZYLPHTHALATE 0.4          43     3                      4
        BIS (2-ETHYLHEXYL)    1           14     5                      6
            PHTHALATE
        DI-N-OCTYLPHTHALATE   -           0.9    -                      1

            PESTICIDE/PCB                                  14

            NONE DETECTED



            METAL/CN (B)     UG/L       UG/L    UG/L       42

            ARSENIC          2.3        33.5    15.1                    9
            BARIUM           232        529     298                     6
            CADMIUM          5.4        7.0     6.1                     3
            CHROMIUM (TOTAL)  -         5.1      -                      1
            LEAD             5.0        13.3    7.5                    11
            MANGANESE         26        1790    206                    26

   SURFACE WATER

   LANDFILL POND

                 VOLATILE    UG/L       UG/L    UG/L        6

          1,1-DICHLOROETHANE  -            2     -                      1
          1,2-DICHLOROETHENE  -            2     -                      1
            (TOTAL)
          TRICHLOROETHENE     -            1     -                      1
            TOLUENE          0.8           1    0.9                     2

            SEMIVOLATILE                                    6

            NONE DETECTED

            PESTICIDE/PCB

            NOT ANALYZED

            METAL/CN (B)     UG/L       UG/L    UG/L        6

            MANGANESE         42        458      92                     4

   ROCK RIVER    VOLATILE    UG/L       UG/L    UG/L        4

          1,2-DICHLOROETHENE  -           2      -                      1
            (TOTAL)
            CHLOROFORM        -           1      -                      1
            TRICHLOROETHENE   4           4      4                      2
            TETRACHLOROETHENE -         0.8      -                      1
            TOLUENE           -         0.8      -                      1

            SEMIVOLATILE     UG/L       UG/L    UG/L        4

            DIETHYLPHTHALATE  -         0.3      -                      1

            PESTICIDE/PCB

            NOT ANALYZED

            METAL/CN (B)     UG/L       UG/L    UG/L        4

            MANGANESE         57        135     85                      4



   SEDIMENT

   LANDFILL POND

                 VOLATILE    UG/KG      UG/KG   UG/KG       2

            ACETONE           61        180     105                     2
            2-BUTANONE        -           4      -                      1
            BENZENE           -         0.9      -                      1

            SEMIVOLATILE

            NOT ANALYZED

            PESTICIDE/PCB

            NOT ANALYZED

            METAL/CN (C)                                    2

            NONE DETECTED

   ROCK RIVER    VOLATILE    UG/KG      UG/KG   UG/KG       4

            ACETONE           -          87      -                      1
          1,2-DICHLOROETHENE 0.9          3     1.6                     2
            (TOTAL)
            CHLOROFORM        -           7      -                      1
            TRICHLOROETHENE   -           5      -                      1
            BENZENE           -          0.5     -                      1
            TETRACHLOROETHENE -           5      -                      1

            SEMIVOLATILE

            NOT ANALYZED

            PESTICIDE/PCB

            NOT ANALYZED



            METAL/CN (C)     MG/KG      MG/KG   MG/KG       4

            CADMIUM            -         1.3     -                      1

   SUBSURFACE
   SOIL          VOLATILE    UG/KG      UG/KG   UG/KG       7

            CHLOROFORM         6          8       7                     2
            BENZENE            -          1       -                     1
            TETRACHLOROETHENE  -         12       -                     1
            ETHYLBENZENE       -         17       -                     1

            SEMIVOLATILE     UG/KG      UG/KG   UG/KG       7

            4-METHYLPHENOL     -         78       -                     1
            NAPHTHALENE        -         44       -                     1
            ACENAPHTHENE       -         18       -                     1
            PHENANTHRENE       -        270       -                     1
            ANTHRACENE         -         40       -                     1
            FLUORANTHENE       -        290       -                     1
            PYRENE             -        220       -                     1
         BUTYLBENZYLPHTHALATE 160       680       330                   2
            CHRYSENE           -        100       -                     1
          DI-N-OCTYLPHTHALATE  -         69       -                     1
         BENZO(B)FLUORANTHENE  -        140       -                     1

            PESTICIDE/PCB                                   7

            NONE DETECTED



            METAL/CN (C)     MG/KG      MG/KG   MG/KG       7

            CADMIUM            -         1.7      -                     1

   AMBIENT AIR   VOLATILE    MG/M(3)    MG/M(3) MG/M(3)      6

            O-XYLENE         9.1E-04    2.1E-03 1.4E-03                 3
            M,P-XYLENE       3.2E-04    4.8E-03 2.2E-03                 6
          ISOPROPYLBENZENE   9.8E-05    2.8E-04 1.4E-04                 4
            HEXANE           4.9E-04    3.3E-03 1.7E-03                 6
            HEPTANE          4.5E-04    2.3E-03 1.1E-03                 6
         P-DICHLOROBENZENE   4.1E-04    6.6E-04 5.5E-04                 3
            ACETONE          2.9E-03    9.0E-03 4.8E-03                 3
            BENZENE          7.0E-04    8.6E-03 2.9E-03                 6
            2-BUTANONE       2.0E-03    2.9E-03 2.4E-03                 3
        CARBON TETRACHLORIDE 6.3E-04    1.5E-03 9.4E-04                 6
        CHLORODIBROMOMETHANE   --       6.0E-04   --                    1
            CHLOROFORM       2.1E-04    3.2E-04 2.7E-04                 6
            CHLOROMETHANE    1.2E-05    5.4E-03 5.8E-04                 6
         1,1-DICHLOROETHANE  1.1E-04    8.1E-04 3.0E-04                 2
         1,2-DICHLOROETHANE    --       1.1E-04   --                    1
         1,1-DICHLOROETHENE  3.9E-04    4.4E-04 4.0E-04                 2
            ETHYLBENZENE     6.3E-04    4.8E-03 1.3E-03                 5
         METHYLENE CHLORIDE  1.4E-02    1.3E+00 7.3E-02                 6
            STYRENE          2.1E-04    4.1E-04 3.1E-04                 3
          TETRACHLOROETHENE  2.4E-04    1.2E-03 7.5E-04                 6
            TOLUENE          1.0E-03    2.0E-02 4.1E-03                 6
       1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE 1.9E-03    9.8E-02 1.1E-02                 6
            TRICHLOROETHENE  4.3E-04    2.0E-02 2.3E-03                 6
      TRICHLOROFLUOROMETHANE 6.2E-03    3.0E-02 1.5E-02                 3
            VINYL CHLORIDE     --       1.2E-03   --                    1

            SEMIVOLATILE

            NOT ANALYZED

            PESTICIDE/PCB

            NOT ANALYZED

            METAL/CN

            NOT ANALYZED

(A) REFER TO SECTION 8.3 FOR DATA SOURCES AND CRITERIA FOR SITE CONTAMINATION CHARACTERIZATION.  ALSO, REFER
TO APPROPRIATE APPENDICES TO DETERMINE TOTAL CHEMICALS INCLUDED IN EACH ANALYSIS.

(B) ELEMENTS CONSIDERED AS POSITIVE DETECTIONS FOR GROUNDWATER AND SURFACE WATER SAMPLES EXCEEDED AVAILABLE
STATE OF WISCONSIN GROUNDWATER STANDARDS, PREVENTIVE ACTION LIMITS AS DESCRIBED IN CHAPTER NR 140 OF THE
WISCONSIN ADMINISTRATIVE CODE (TABLE 53).

(C) ELEMENTS CONSIDERED AS POSITIVE DETECTIONS IN SUBSURFACE SOILS AND SEDIMENTS EXCEEDED THE UPPER LIMIT OF
THE COMMON CONCENTRATION RANGE FOR SOILS AS DESCRIBED BY LINDSAY, 1979 (TABLE 53).



TABLE 7
HAZARD INDICES FOR NON-CARCINOGENIC EFFECTS FROM SUBCHRONIC EXPOSURE
TO MAXIMUM AND AVERAGE CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS

                                     GROUNDWATER
                             CHILD                       ADULT
                    INGESTION      INHALATION    INGESTION    INHALATION

   METHYLENE CHLORIDE
       MAXIMUM        4.8E-01          --         3.5E-01          --
       AVERAGE        6.7E-03          --         4.8E-03          --

   ACETONE
       MAXIMUM        9.6E-02        1.2E-02      6.9E-02     4.0E-03
       AVERAGE        2.9E-03        3.7E-04      2.1E-03     1.2E-04

   1,1-DICHLOROETHANE
       MAXIMUM        2.0E-04        6.4E-04      1.4E-04     2.1E-04
       AVERAGE        1.3E-04        4.3E-04      9.2E-05     1.4E-04

   1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE
       MAXIMUM        1.6E-03        1.8E-03      1.1E-03     5.7E-04
       AVERAGE        7.1E-04        7.7E-04      5.1E-04     2.6E-04

   TETRACHLOROETHENE
       MAXIMUM        1.6E+01           --        1.1E+01        --
       AVERAGE        1.8E-01           --        1.3E-01        --

   BIS(2-ETHYLHEXYL)PHTHALATE
       MAXIMUM        2.8E-02           --        2.0E-02        --
       AVERAGE        1.0E-02           --        7.0E-03        --

   ARSENIC
       MAXIMUM        1.3E+00           --        9.6E-01        --
       AVERAGE        6.0E-01           --        4.3E-01        --

   INTAKE ROUTE TOTAL
       MAXIMUM        1.8E+01        1.4E-02      1.2E+01     4.8E-03
       AVERAGE        8.0E-01        1.6E-03      5.7E-01     5.2E-04

   EXPOSURE PATHWAY TOTAL
       MAXIMUM                1.8E+01                    1.2E+01
       AVERAGE                8.0E-01                    5.7E-01



                           SURFACE WATER            AMBIENT AIR
                                                 CHILD          ADULT
                           CHILD INGESTION     INHALATION     INHALATION

   METHYLENE CHLORIDE
       MAXIMUM                  --                  --             --
       AVERAGE                  --                  --             --

   ACETONE
       MAXIMUM                  --             4.0E-04        1.4E-04
       AVERAGE                  --             2.1E-04        7.1E-05

   1,1-DICHLOROETHANE
       MAXIMUM                  1.2E-07        8.1E-04        2.6E-04
       AVERAGE                  --             2.9E-04        9.7E-05

   1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE
       MAXIMUM                  --             4.43-02        1.5E-02
       AVERAGE                  --             4.9E-03        1.6E-03

   TETRACHLOROETHENE
       MAXIMUM                  --                  --             --
       AVERAGE                  --                  --             --

   BIS(2-ETHYLHEXYL)PHTHALATE
       MAXIMUM                  --                  --             --
       AVERAGE                  --                  --             --

   ARSENIC
       MAXIMUM                  --                  --             --
       AVERAGE                  --                  --             --

   INTAKE ROUTE TOTAL
       MAXIMUM                  1.2E-07        4.5E-02        1.5E-02
       AVERAGE                  --             5.4E-03        1.8E-03

   EXPOSURE PATHWAY TOTAL
       MAXIMUM                  1.2E-07        4.5E-02        1.5E-02
       AVERAGE                  --             5.4E-03        1.8E-03

HAZARD INDICES WERE CALCULATED ONLY WHEN CRITICAL TOXICITY VALUES WERE AVAILABLE (TABLE 8.6).  THEREFORE,
ONLY INDICATOR CHEMICALS WITH US EPA VERIFIED REFERENCE DOSES ARE SHOWN IN THIS TABLE.  AIC VALUES WERE USED
AS HEALTH-PROTECTIVE ESTIMATES FOR AIS VALUES WHEN AIS VALUES WERE NOT AVAILABLE.

A SUBCHRONIC EXPOSURE IS AN INDEFINITE PERIOD OF TIME OFTEN CONSIDERED TO BE IN THE RANGE OF 10% OF AN
INDIVIDUAL'S LIFESPAN.

(--) INDICATES THAT EITHER NO REFERENCE DOSE FOR THE EXPOSURE ROUTE WAS AVAILABLE (INHALATION), OR THAT THE
COMPOUND WAS NOT DETECTED IN THE MEDIUM (SURFACE WATER - INGESTION).



HAZARD INDICES FOR NONCARCINOGENIC EFFECTS FROM CHRONIC
EXPOSURE TO MAXIMUM AND AVERAGE CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS

                           GROUNDWATER              AMBIENT AIR
                        LIFETIME AVERAGE         LIFETIME AVERAGE

                    INGESTION     INHALATION        INHALATION

   ACETONE
       MAXIMUM        7.4E-01        5.7E-02        1.9E-02
       AVERAGE        2.3E-02        1.7E-03        1.0E-03

   1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE
       MAXIMUM        1.2E-02        8.3E-03        2.1E-01
       AVERAGE        5.6E-03        3.3E-03        2.4E-02

   INTAKE ROUTE TOTAL
       MAXIMUM        7.5E-01        6.5E-02        2.3E-01
       AVERAGE        2.9E-02        5.0E-03        2.5E-02

   EXPOSURE PATHWAY TOTAL
       MAXIMUM                       8.2E-01        2.3E-01
       AVERAGE                       3.4E-02        2.5E-02

SINCE POTENTIAL CANCER EFFECTS WERE CONSIDERED THE MOST SEVERE HEALTH THREAT FROM CHRONIC EXPOSURE, HAZARD
INDICES (HI), WERE CALCULATED FOR EXPOSURE TO ONLY NON-CARCINOGENS.  HIS WERE CALCULATED FROM LIFETIME
AVERAGE CONCENTRATIONS.

US EPA VERIFIED REFERENCE DOSES FOR 1,2-DICHLOROETHENE WERE NOT AVAILABLE AND THUS, NON-CARCINOGENIC HAZARD
WAS NOT QUANTIFIED.

SINCE EXPOSURE TO SURFACE WATER WAS DEFINED AS A SUBCHRONIC EXPOSURE, CALCULATION OF RISK TO NONCARCINOGENIC
EFFECTS FROM CHRONIC EXPOSURE WAS NOT APPLICABLE.



TABLE 8

CANCER RISK FROM EXPOSURE TO MAXIMUM AND AVERAGE
CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS

                                          GROUNDWATER

                                               DERMAL
                              INGESTION      ABSORPTION     INHALATION

   VINYL CHLORIDE
       MAX.                     1.1E-03        1.3E-06        3.0E-04
       AVE.                     3.7E-04        4.4E-07        1.0E-04

   METHYLENE CHLORIDE
       MAX.                     1.7E-04        3.8E-07        7.0E-04
       AVE.                     2.3E-06        5.3E-09        9.8E-06

   1,1-DICHLOROETHANE
       MAX.                     1.7E-05        2.1E-08        3.8E-05
       AVE.                     1.1E-05        1.4E-08        2.5E-05

   TRICHLOROETHENE
       MAX.                     4.4E-04        5.4E-07        1.5E-07
       AVE.                     1.5E-05        1.9E-08        5.3E-09

   BENZENE
       MAX.                     4.8E-06        5.7E-09        5.5E-06
       AVE.                     2.2E-06        2.8E-09        2.5E-06

   TETRACHLOROETHENE
       MAX.                     6.1E-03        7.7E-06        9.2E-04
       AVE.                     7.1E-05        8.7E-08        1.0E-05

   BIS (2-ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE
       MAX.                     3.6E-076       9.2E-09        NA
       AVE.                     1.3E-06        3.7E-09        NA

   ARSENIC
       MAX.                     1.8E-03        NA             NA
       AVE.                     8.5E-04        NA             NA

   INTAKE ROUTE TOTAL
       MAX.                     9.6E-03        1.0E-05        2.03E-03
       AVE.                     1.3E-03        5.7E-07        1.5E-04

   EXPOSURE PATHWAY TOTAL
       MAX.                                    1.2E-02
       AVE.                                    1.4E-03



                                   SURFACE WATER           AMBIENT AIR

                                               DERMAL
                              INGESTION      ABSORPTION     INHALATION

   VINYL CHLORIDE
       MAX.                      --               --          2.3E-04
       AVE.                      --               --             --

   METHYLENE CHLORIDE
       MAX.                      --               --          1.2E-02
       AVE.                      --               --          6.3E-04

   1,1-DICHLOROETHANE
       MAX.                     1.3E-08        1.0E-09        4.9E-05
       AVE.                      --               --          2.5E-09

   TRICHLOROETHENE
       MAX.                     7.8E-10        5.9E-11        1.4E-04
       AVE.                      --               --          2.5E-09

   BENZENE
       MAX.                      --               --          1.4E-04
       AVE.                      --               --          4.8E-05

   TETRACHLOROETHENE
       MAX.                      --               --          2.4E-06
       AVE.                      --               --          1.6E-06

   BIS (2-ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE
       MAX.                      --               --             --
       AVE.                      --               --             --

   ARSENIC
       MAX.                      --               --             --
       AVE.                      --               --             --

   INTAKE ROUTE TOTAL
       MAX.                     1.4E-08        1.13-09        1.2E-02
       AVE.                      --               --          7.0E-04

   EXPOSURE PATHWAY TOTAL
       MAX.                             1.5E-08               1.2E-02
       AVE.                                --                 7.0E-04

CANCER RISKS WERE CALCULATED FROM LIFETIME AVERAGE INTAKE FOR THE GROUNDWATER AND AMBIENT AIR PATHWAYS.

TO PROVIDE A HEALTH-PROTECTIVE ASSESSMENT, RISKS VIA THE DERMAL ABSORPTION ROUTE WERE ESTIMATED AS TO THE
HIGHEST AVAILABLE CANCER POTENCY FACTOR DERIVED FOR EITHER THE ORAL OR INHALATION EXPOSURE ROUTES.  ALSO, THE
ORAL CANCER POTENCY FACTOR FOR 1,1-DICHLOROETHANE WAS USED TO ESTIMATE RISK FROM INHALATION.

CANCER RISKS CALCULATED FROM SURFACE WATER EXPOSURE (ASSUMED TO BE A SUBCHRONIC EXPOSURE) ARE ALSO
CONSERVATIVE ESTIMATES SINCE CANCER POTENCY FACTORS ARE BASED ON CHRONIC EXPOSURE CONDITIONS.

NA - NOT APPLICABLE TO EXPOSURE ROUTE 
(--) INDICATES THAT THE COMPOUND WAS NOT DETECTED IN THE ENVIRONMENTAL MEDIUM.



TABLE 9

APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS
FOR PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH

                 SAFE DRINKING (A)                       WISCONSIN
                     WATER ACT                           GROUNDWATER (C)
                                                         STANDARDS

                                EPA DRINKING
                                WATER (B)        ENFORCEMENT     PREVENTIVE
   INDICATOR     MCL    MCLG    HEALTH ADVISORY   STANDARD     ACTION LIMIT
   CHEMICAL     (UG/L)  (UG/L)     (UG/L)           (UG/L)         (UG/L)

   VINYL
   CHLORIDE        2.0     0  1-DAY/CHILD:  2.6     0.015          0.0015
                              10-DAY/CHILD:  2.6
                           LONGER TERM/CHILD:  0.013
                           LONGER TERM/ADULT:  0.046

   METHYLENE
   CHLORIDE        -       -    1-DAY/CHILD:  13.3    150            15
                                10-DAY/CHILD:  1.5

   ACETONE         -       -         -                  -             -

   1,1-DICHLOROETHANE
                   -       -         -                850             85

   TRICHLOROETHENE 5.0     0         -                1.8            0.18

   1,1,1 TRICHLOROETHANE
                 200     200    1-DAY/CHILD:  140     200             40
                                10-DAY/CHILD:  35
                           LONGER TERM/CHILD:  35
                           LONGER TERM/ADULT:  125
                                LIFETIME:  1.0

   BENZENE         5.0     0    1-DAY/CHILD:  233     0.67           0.067

   TETRACHLOROETHENE
                   -       0    10-DAY/CHILD:  34     1.0            0.1
                           LONGER TERM/CHILD:  1.94
                           LONGER TERM/ADULT:  6.80

   BIS (2-ETHYLHEXYL)
   PHTHALATE        -      -         -                   -            -

   1,2-DICHLOROETHENE
                   70      -    1-DAY/CHILD:  4.0      100            20
                                10-DAY/CHILD:  1.0
                           LONGER TERM/CHILD:  1.0
                           LONGER TERM/ADULT:  3.5
                                LIFETIME:  0.35

   ARSENIC         50     50    1-DAY/CHILD:  0.05       50           5
                                10-DAY/CHILD:  0.05



                           LONGER TERM/CHILD:  0.05
                           LONGER TERM/ADULT:  0.05

(A) MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT LEVELS (MCL) ARE ENFORCEABLE STANDARDS DEFINED UNDER THE SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT, TO
DETERMINE SAFE LEVELS OF A GIVEN CONTAMINANT IN THE PUBLIC DRINKING WATER SUPPLY.  THE MCL IS DEFINED AS THE
ALLOWABLE LIFETIME (70 YR.) EXPOSURE (2 L/D) TO A GIVEN CONTAMINANT FOR AN AVERAGE ADULT (70) NOT TO BE
EXCEEDED WITHOUT RISK TO HEALTH.  FACTORS INVOLVED IN ITS DETERMINATION INCLUDE GASTROINTESTINAL ABSORPTION,
A SAFETY FACTOR TO PREVENT POTENTIALLY SENSITIVE POPULATIONS AND THE ECONOMIC AND TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY OF
CLEAN-UP.

MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT LEVEL GOALS (MCLG) ARE THE NON-ENFORCEABLE HEALTH GUIDELINES FOR A CONTAMINANT LEVEL IN
DRINKING WATER WHICH WOULD CAUSE NO KNOWN OR POTENTIAL ADVERSE EFFECT.  MCLG, WHICH ARE ALWAYS LESS THAN OR
EQUAL TO MCLS, DO NOT CONSIDER FACTORS RELATED TO CLEANUP.

(B) HEALTH ADVISORIES (HA) ARE NON-ENFORCEABLE STANDARDS PROVIDED BY THE EPA OFFICE OF DRINKING WATER WHICH
REPRESENT CONCENTRATIONS OF CONTAMINANTS IN DRINKING WATER WHICH ARE NOT ANTICIPATED TO CAUSE ADVERSE HEALTH
EFFECTS.  THE HAS WERE DETERMINED FROM TOXICITY DATA DESCRIBING NON-CARCINOGENIC ENDPOINTS ONLY AND ARE
CALCULATED FOR ACUTE (1 DAY), SUBCHRONIC (10 DAY) AND LONGER TERM (MONTHS TO YEARS) EXPOSURE SCENARIOS.  IN
THEIR DERIVATION, IT IS ASSUMED A 10 KG CHILD (INFANT) CONSUMES ONE LITER OF WATER PER DAY AND THAT A 70 KG
ADULT CONSUMES 2 LITERS OF WATER PER DAY.  SINCE THE CIS ISOMER OF DCE USUALLY PRODOMINATES IN ENVIRONMENTAL
SAMPLES, VALUES ARE FOR CIS-DCE.

(C) CHAPTER NR 140 OF THE WISCONSIN ADMINISTRATIVE CODE DEFINES STANDARDS FOR STATE GROUNDWATER QUALITY. 
"ENFORCEMENT STANDARDS" AND "PREVENTATIVE ACTION LIMITS" ARE HEALTH-BASED CONCENTRATIONS OF CONTAMINANTS
WHICH WHEN ATTAINED OR EXCEEDED REQUIRE APPROPRIATE MITIGATIVE ACTIONS.



#RS
RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

THE US ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (US EPA) HAS GATHERED INFORMATION ON THE TYPES AND EXTENT OF
CONTAMINATION FOUND, EVALUATED REMEDIAL MEASURES, AND HAS RECOMMENDED REMEDIAL ACTIONS TO ADDRESS THE
CONTAMINATION FOUND AT AND NEAR THE JANESVILLE DISPOSAL FACILITY.  THE JANESVILLE DISPOSAL FACILITY CONSISTS
OF TWO SITES INCLUDED ON THE NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST (NPL), THE JANESVILLE ASH BEDS AND THE OLD JANESVILLE
LANDFILL AND TWO CONTINGENT SITES, THE JANESVILLE OLD DUMP AND THE NEW JANESVILLE LANDFILL.  THE JANESVILLE
ASH BEDS SITE AND THE NEW JANESVILLE LANDFILL ARE ALSO REGULATED UNDER THE RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY
ACT (RCRA).  AS PART OF THE REMEDIAL ACTION SELECTION PROCESS, A PUBLIC MEETING  WAS HELD ON AUGUST 30, 1989
TO EXPLAIN THE INTENT OF THE PROJECT, TO DESCRIBE THE RESULTS OF THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND FEASIBILITY
STUDY, AND TO RECEIVE COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN SUPERFUND PROJECTS IS REQUIRED BY THE SUPERFUND AMENDMENTS AND REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF
1986 (SARA).  COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM THE PUBLIC ARE CONSIDERED IN THE SELECTION OF THE REMEDIAL ACTION FOR
THE SITE.  THE RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY SERVES TWO PURPOSES:  TO PROVIDE THE US EPA WITH INFORMATION ABOUT
COMMUNITY PREFERENCES AND CONCERNS REGARDING THE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES AND TO SHOW MEMBERS OF THE COMMUNITY
HOW THEIR COMMENTS WERE INCORPORATED INTO THE DECISION-MAKING PROCESS.  COMMENTS REGARDING INFORMATION
SPECIFICALLY CONTAINED IN THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) ARE NOT ADDRESSED IN THIS
RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY AS THIS INFORMATION IS CONTAINED IN THE REPORTS AVAILABLE IN THE JANESVILLE LIBRARY
AND AT THE JANESVILLE MUNICIPAL BUILDING.  ALSO, COMMENTS NOT DIRECTLY RELATED TO THE SELECTION OF THE
REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES HAVE NOT BEEN ADDRESSED WITHIN THE RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY.

THIS DOCUMENT SUMMARIZES THE ORAL COMMENTS RECEIVED AT THE PUBLIC MEETING HELD ON AUGUST 30, 1989, AND THE
WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD RUNNING FROM AUGUST 21 THROUGH SEPTEMBER 15, 1989. 
THE STEERING COMMITTEE, REPRESENTING THE CONCERNS OF THE POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTIES (PRPS), REQUESTED AN
ADDITIONAL 5 DAYS TO COMPLETE AND REVIEW ITS COMMENTS AND CONCERNS, AND THE EXTENSION WAS GRANTED.  PLEASE
REFER TO APPENDIX A FOR A COMPLETE LIST OF COMMENTORS.

THE COMMENTS HAVE BEEN SUMMARIZED AND ARE AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENT 1:  THE ROCK COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT DID A RISK ASSESSMENT REGARDING GROUNDWATER PROTECTION IN THE
COUNTY AND THIS (THE JANESVILLE SITES)  IS ONE OF THE HIGHER RISKS, IN THE TOP FIVE, BUT UNDERGROUND STORAGE
TANKS WAS THE HIGHEST RISK IN THE COUNTY.  I BELIEVE THAT IF MONEY IS TO BE SPENT, IT SHOULD BE SPENT TO
ELIMINATE THE HIGHEST RISK, TO PREVENT MORE OF THESE PROBLEMS FROM OCCURRING IN THE FUTURE.

RESPONSE 1:  THE US EPA AGREES THAT PREVENTING FURTHER CONTAMINATION, SUCH AS THAT WHICH IS CAUSED BY LEAKING
UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS, IS A PRIORITY AND THE US EPA AND MANY STATUS, INCLUDING THE STATE OF WISCONSIN,
HAVE SET UP PROGRAM TO DEAL WITH THESE ISSUES.  SUPERFUND WAS CREATED TO ADDRESS CONTAMINATION FROM MUCH
LARGER SOURCES, SUCH AS THE JDF, THAT CAN HAVE A GREATER IMPACT ON PUBLIC HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT THAN THE
IMPACT THAT MAY RESULT FROM A SMALLER SOURCE SUCH AS UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS.  SUPERFUND IS SET UP IN SUCH
A WAY THAT THOSE  WHO ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE CONTAMINATION ARE THOSE THAT PAY FOR THE REMEDIAL ACTION TO
ADDRESS THE CONTAMINATION.  ONLY WHEN NO RESPONSIBLE PARTIES ARE AVAILABLE, ARE GOVERNMENT FUNDS EXPENDED ON
THE REMEDIAL ACTION.  THE MONEY USED FOR SUPERFUND ACTIONS IS DERIVED FROM A SEPARATE TAXING REVENUE THAN THE
FUNDS THAT ARE USED TO ADDRESS NON-SUPERFUND ISSUES SUCH AS LEAKING UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS.

COMMENT 2:  I WOULD LIKE TO COMMENT THAT GIVEN THE THINGS THAT HAVE BEEN DUMPED INTO THESE FACILITIES OVER
THE YEARS, I THINK IT'S A GIVEN THAT WE WERE GOING TO END UP WITH POLLUTED GROUNDWATER AND AIR NOW.  WE'VE
GOT TO CLEAN IT UP.  I LIVE UP HERE, AND I'M CONCERNED ABOUT IT.  I'M GLAD I'M NOT A RESPONSIBLE PARTY, BUT
MAYBE I AM IN MY OWN LITTLE WAY.  I THINK WE ALL ARE AND WE SHOULD CLEAN IT UP.  I STRONGLY RECOMMEND THE
ALTERNATIVES YOUR OFFICE IS RECOMMENDING NAMELY;  "1985 SITE" ALT. 2, 1978 SITE" ALT. 4, "1963 SITE" ALT. 6,
"JAB SITE ALT. 8 AND "JDF GROUND WATER" ALT. 10 & 11.  WE CANNOT PICK LESS THAN THE BEST METHOD WHEN WE ARE
TRYING TO CLEAN UP OUR WATER, SOIL AND AIR.  ALTERNATIVE 11 OF THE "JDF GROUND WATER" BOTHERS ME CONCERNING
THE AIR CONTAMINATION FROM THE WATER TREATMENT PROCESS.  WE DON'T NEED ANY ADDED CONTAMINATION TO THE AIR IN
OUR NEIGHBORHOOD.

RESPONSE 2:  THANK YOU FOR YOUR SUPPORT.  ON THE ISSUE OF AIR CONTAMINATION, ALTERNATIVE 11 WILL INVOLVE THE



EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT OF THE CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER BETWEEN THE JDF AND THE ROCK RIVER.  BY TREATING THE
GROUNDWATER, THE ORGANIC CONTAMINANTS ARE TRANSFERRED FROM THE GROUNDWATER TO THE AIR.  THE EMISSIONS ARE
EXPECTED TO BE LOW, BUT WILL BE MONITORED.  IF THE LEVELS EMITTED ARE CAUSING A RISK TO THE PUBLIC HEALTH OR
THE ENVIRONMENT, ADDITIONAL CONTROL MEASURES WILL BE TAKEN SUCH AS ADDING AN AIR SCRUBBER OR OTHER SOURCE OF
ADSORPTION TO THE TREATMENT SYSTEM.  AS A NOTE, THE ALTERNATIVE CHOSEN FOR THE "1963" SITE WAS CHANGED TO
ALTERNATIVE 5, THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE FOR REASONS DESCRIBED WITHIN THE ROD DOCUMENT.

COMMENT 3:  ONE OF THE THINGS THAT BOTHERED ME WHEN I WAS READING THROUGH ALL THE LITERATURE  ON THIS IS THAT
I DIDN'T SEE MUCH EMPHASIS ON COSTS OR RISK BENEFIT ANALYSIS.  I DON'T THINK WE SHOULD SQUANDER OUR
RESOURCES, WHETHER THEY BE NATURAL RESOURCES, HUMAN RESOURCES OR FINANCIAL RESOURCES.  WE NEED TO MAKE THE
BEST OF THESE RESOURCES AND I'M NOT SURE THAT WHAT HAS BEEN PROPOSED IS THE BEST USE.  I'M NOT CONDEMNING IT. 
I DON'T KNOW ENOUGH ABOUT IT YET.  THE GROUNDWATER CLEAN-UP SHOULD BE DONE IN A COST-EFFECTIVE MANNER, AND IT
OUGHT TO BE MONITORED, AND NOT DONE WHEN IT IS UNNECESSARY.  I QUESTION AS TO WHETHER THE LANDFILL GAS FLARE
OR RECOVERY IS NECESSARY IN ORDER TO MEET AIR QUALITY FOR THE SURROUNDING AREA.  I BELIEVE MORE AIR QUALITY
MONITORING BE DONE BEFORE ANY DECISION IS MADE EITHER TO GO AHEAD WITH THE PROPOSAL FOR RECOVERY/FLARING OR
TO NOT GO AHEAD.  AND WITH REGARD TO THE PROPOSALS TO REPLACE SUBSTANTIALLY AND AT GREAT EXPENSE, THE CAPS AT
THE VARIOUS SITES, I THINK IT MIGHT BE MONEY BETTER SPENT IN MONITORING TO SEE IF, IN FACT, ANY PROBLEM IS
BEING GENERATED AND TO ONLY MAINTAIN THE EXISTING CAPS.  IF THERE IS A PROBLEM, DO SOMETHING ABOUT IT BUT
SPEND THE MONEY WISELY AND IF THERE IS PROBLEM, DON'T FIX IT.

RESPONSE 3:  SEE RESPONSE FOR COMMENT #4

COMMENT 4:

A)  WE BELIEVE THAT THE AIR AND WATER HAZARDS AS A RESULT OF THE SITES HAVE NOT BEEN PROVEN AT THIS POINT,
AND FURTHER INVESTIGATE WORK REMAINS TO BE DONE BEFORE CONSIDERING ACTIONS AS DRASTIC AND EXPENSIVE AS THOSE
IN THE FACT SHEET AND DISCUSSED AT THE AUGUST 30 MEETING.  WE RECOMMENDED GETTING THE MOST EFFECTIVE
TREATMENT OF THE PROBLEM, WITHOUT INVESTING MONEY ON MINIMAL RETURN AREAS WHICH ARE NOT A SIGNIFICANT PROBLEM
OR THREAT TO THE PUBLIC HEALTH.  WHILE IT IS RECOGNIZED THAT THE EPA GUIDELINES FOR ALTERNATIVE SELECTION
DOES NOT PLACE EMPHASIS ON COST, ANY RATIONAL ANALYSIS MUST WEIGH COST VERSUS BENEFIT PRIOR TO MAKING FINAL
CHOICES.  WE RECOMMEND TO BASE TREATMENT ON ACTUAL MONITORING OF CONCENTRATION OF CONTAMINANTS MIGRATING OFF
SITE, WHILE ALLOWING NATURAL PROCESSES TO DEGRADE THE MATERIAL ON SITE.

B)  WITH REGARDS TO THE TREATMENT OF GROUNDWATER, DECISIONS SHOULD BE BASED ON THE RESULTS OF ON-GOING TESTS,
AND TAKING INTO ACCOUNT THE ACTUAL AND LIKELY USES OF THE WATER, THE GROUNDWATER SHOULD BE TREATED WHEN AND
IF REQUIRED, SUCH AS WHEN THE CONTAMINATION IS REACHING THE ROCK RIVER IN SUFFICIENT VOLUME TO EXCEED SURFACE
WATER QUALITY STANDARDS.  IF THE CONCENTRATION OF THE CONTAMINANTS IN THE GROUNDWATER SHOWS A STEADY INCREASE
WITH TIME, THEN WE SHOULD START WITH THE TREATMENT OF THE GROUNDWATER.  LIKEWISE, WHEN THE TIME TRENDS SHOW A
DOWNWARD TREND, TREATMENT SHOULD CEASE, THEREBY TREATING ONLY WHEN NEEDED.  SINCE WE ARE DEALING WITH NATURAL
PROCESSES OF DECAY AND DISSIPATION OF A LARGE VOLUME OF MATERIAL, THE TIME PERIODS IN WHICH WE CAN OBSERVE
ANY TRENDS OR CHARGES OF SIGNIFICANCE ARE LONG.  MONITORING SHOULD BE DONE QUARTERLY, BUT THE DATA NEEDS TO
BE VIEWED IN TERMS OF 1 TO 5 YEAR INTERVALS TO OBSERVE TRENDS, AND TO ACCURATELY PREDICT WHEN NATURAL
PROCESSES HAVE SLOWED TO A NORMAL OR BACKGROUND LEVELS, AND NO FURTHER PRECAUTIONS ARE NEEDED.  A PANEL MADE
UP OF REPRESENTATIVES FROM INDUSTRY, RESIDENTIAL, COUNTY AND STATE GROUPS CAN ALL PARTICIPATE TO VIEW THE
DATA THAT IS COLLECTED.

C)  WITH REGARD TO AIR QUALITY ISSUES, MORE WORK NEEDS TO BE DONE, SUCH AS DETERMINING "WHAT IS THE VOLUME OR
MASS OF MATERIAL BEING EMITTED VERSUS TIME?" AND "WHAT IS THE CONCENTRATION OFFSITE?."  IF THIS FURTHER WORK
SHOWS NO SIGNIFICANT HEALTH HAZARD IS LIKELY TO OCCUR OFFSITE, AND THE ACCESS TO THE SITE ITSELF IS PROPERLY
RESTRICTED, THERE WOULD APPEAR TO BE NO IMMEDIATE JUSTIFICATION FOR ANY ACTION BEYOND PERIODIC MONITORING. 
IF IT IS SHOWN THAT A SIGNIFICANT HEALTH QUALITY ISSUE IS AT HAND FOR PERSONS OFFSITE, AND THAT ACCESS
RESTRICTIONS WILL NOT PROVIDE ADEQUATE SAFETY MEASURES, THEN THE GAS VENTS SHOULD BE EVALUATED IN ORDER OF
THEIR SEVERITY,AND BE FLARED OR BURNED AT A RAISED VENT CAP OR BURNER SITE.  IF IT CAN BE SHOWN THAT THERE IS
A REAL AND SIGNIFICANT HAZARD TO POPULATED AREAS BEYOND THE JDF SITE BOUNDARIES FROM THE LANDFILL GAS IN THE
NEAR TERM, THEN FURTHER ACTION ON GAS RECOVERY OR FLARING WOULD BE INITIATED.  IN REVIEWING THE VARIOUS
REPORTS, WE WERE NOT ABLE TO ESTABLISH A CORRELATION BETWEEN THE DATA AND ANY SIGNIFICANT HEALTH RISKS FROM
LANDFILL GAS BEYOND THE OVERALL SITE BOUNDARIES.  OBVIOUSLY, IT IS IMPORTANT THAT THE ACTUAL MEASUREMENTS BE



TAKEN PRIOR TO ANY DECISIONS ON TREATMENT.

D)  UNLESS THE OFF-SITE LANDFILL GAS HAZARD CAN BE PROVEN IMMEDIATELY, WE STRONGLY URGE THAT THE
RECOMMENDATIONS WITHIN THIS LETTER BE ADOPTED, ESTABLISHING MONITORING STATIONS PRIOR TO ANY ACTION ON
FLARING OF LANDFILL GASES, AND PROVIDING A GROUNDWATER MONITORING-DRIVEN APPROACH TO GROUNDWATER TREATMENT.

E)  SPECIFICALLY, FOR EACH OF THE SITES WITHIN JDF, WE RECOMMEND THE FOLLOWING:

OVERALL SITE:  RESTRICT ACCESS THROUGH USE OF A COMBINATION OF PHYSICAL BARRIERS AND "NO TRESPASSING -
HAZARDOUS AREA" SIGNS AT ALL POINTS OF CONVENIENT ENTRY, AS WELL AS ENFORCEMENT AS REQUIRED BY LOCAL LAW
ENFORCEMENT.  GROUNDWATER-USE RESTRICTIONS SHOULD BE CONTINUED AS DISCUSSED IN THE EPA'S PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE.  THESE RESTRICTIONS SHOULD REMAIN IN FORCE AS LONG AS WATER QUALITY DOES NOT MEET THE APPLICABLE
STANDARDS.

1963 SITE - NO ACTION BEYOND THAT ALREADY PROPOSED UNDER "OVERALL SITE".   THIS AREA IS ALREADY BECOMING A
LESS ACTIVE SITE THROUGH NATURAL PROCESSES.  MONITORING CONDITION, RESTRICTING ACCESS, AND MAINTAINING THE
CAP AS REQUIRED TO PREVENT SERIOUS DETERIORATION ARE THE MAIN COMPONENTS OF THIS ACTION.

JAB SITE:  - NO ACTION BEYOND THAT ALREADY PROPOSED UNDER "OVERALL SITE".  THE EXISTING BUSINESS AT THIS SITE
MUST CONTINUE TO COMPLY WITH REGULATIONS AND NOT TAKE ANY ACTIONS WHICH WOULD WORSEN THE SITUATION. NEED TO
MONITOR CONDITION AND RESTRICT ACCESS.

1978 SITE:  - NO ACTION BEYOND THAT ALREADY PROPOSED INCLUDING MONITORING CONDITION AND RESTRICT ACCESS.

1985 SITE:  - NO ACTION BEYOND THAT ALREADY PROPOSED UNDER "OVERALL SITE".  MAINTAIN EXISTING DEVICES FOR
CONTROLLING POLLUTION IN WORKING ORDER, AND MONITOR CONDITION AND RESTRICT ACCESS.

RESPONSE 4:

A)  THE US EPA BELIEVES THAT THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI) CONDUCTED AT THE SITE OVER THE LAST SEVERAL
YEARS ALONG WITH THE OTHER DOCUMENTS COMPRISING THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD, PROVIDES THE NECESSARY DATA TO
INITIATE THE REMEDIAL ACTIONS CALLED FOR IN THE PROPOSED PLAN AND SUBSEQUENTLY IN THE RECORD OF DECISION. 
SOME CHANGES HAVE BEEN MADE TO THE ALTERNATIVES AS PRESENTED WITHIN THE PROPOSED PLAN AS A RESULT OF THE
COMMENT PERIOD.  THESE CHANGES ARE DOCUMENTED WITHIN THE ROD.

COST IS AN EVALUATION FACTOR, EVEN THOUGH IT WAS GIVEN SOMEWHAT LESS EMPHASIS IN THIS CASE WITH RESPECT TO
UNITS BEING ADDRESSED THROUGH RCRA AUTHORITIES, THROUGHOUT THE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE SELECTION PROCESS. COST
IS A FACTOR ONLY WHEN TWO OR MORE ALTERNATIVES PROVIDE SIMILAR RESULTS, THEN THE MORE COST-EFFECTIVE APPROACH
IS CHOSEN.  WITH REGARDS TO WEIGHING COSTS COMPARED TO THE BENEFITS THAT ARE ACHIEVED WITH A CERTAIN REMEDIAL
ALTERNATIVE; THIS IS NOT CONSIDERED AN EVALUATION CRITERIA AS TO WHETHER OR NOT TO ADDRESS A CONTAMINATION
PROBLEM THAT EXCEEDS STATE AND/OR FEDERAL STANDARDS.  IN THE CASE OF THE JANESVILLE DISPOSAL FACILITY, STATE
AND FEDERAL STANDARDS ARE EXCEEDED WITH REGARDS TO GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION AND LANDFILL GAS EMISSIONS. 
THEREFORE, THESE PROBLEMS MUST BE ADDRESSED, AS THEY ARE ADDRESSED AT ALL LANDFILLS, REGARDLESS OF
COST/BENEFIT RATIOS.  CERCLA EXPRESSES A PREFERENCE FOR REMEDIES THAT EMPLOY TREATMENT THAT PERMANENTLY AND
SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCES THE MOBILITY, TOXICITY, OR VOLUME OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AS A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT. 
EMPHASIS IS PLACED ON DESTRUCTION OR DETOXIFICATION OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS RATHER THAN ON PROTECTION STRICTLY
THROUGH PREVENTION OF EXPOSURE OR MONITORING.

B)  BASED ON THE RESULTS OF THE RI REPORT, THE US EPA HAS CONCLUDED THAT THE CONTAMINATION IN THE GROUNDWATER
MUST BE ADDRESSED.  EVEN THOUGH THE AFFECTED GROUNDWATER IS NOT CURRENTLY BEING UTILIZED FOR DRINKING WATER,
THE AQUIFER IS DESIGNATED AS AN AQUIFER POTENTIALLY AVAILABLE FOR SUPPLYING DRINKING WATER, AND THEREFORE,
CONTAMINATION MUST BE ADDRESSED IN ORDER TO MEET ARARS (APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REGULATIONS). 
IF SEVERAL REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES ACHIEVE THE STANDARDS SET BY THE ARARS, THEN THE MOST COST-EFFECTIVE
APPROACH, WHILE STILL ACHIEVING ARARS, WILL BE SELECTED.  WITH REGARD TO THE CONTINUED MONITORING OF THE
GROUNDWATER, IT IS REQUIRED THAT IF WASTE MATERIALS REMAIN ONSITE, WITH OR WITHOUT GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION AND
TREATMENT, MONITORING MUST CONTINUE TO KEEP TRACK OF THE CONTAMINATION EMANATING FROM THE SITE.



C)  BASED ON THE RESULTS OF THE RI REPORT, THE US EPA HAS CONCLUDED THAT THE CONTAMINATION CAUSED BY THE
RELEASE OF CONTAMINATED LANDFILL GAS FROM THE "1985" SITE AND THE "1978" SITE, NEEDS TO BE ADDRESSED BY
RECOVERY AND TREATMENT METHODS.  THE ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT WITHIN THE RI REPORT HAS STATED THAT THE HEALTH
RISKS ASSOCIATED WITHOUT THE RELEASE OF CONTAMINANTS ALONG WITH THE LANDFILL GAS ARE ABOVE LEVELS CONSIDERED
SAFE FOR HUMANS TO BREATHE IF ONSITE NEAR THE SOURCE.  THE PRPS DO HAVE THE OPTION AVAILABLE TO THEM TO TRY
TO TEST OUT OF THE LANDFILL GAS EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT REQUIREMENTS AT THE "1978" SITE, AFTER THE NEW
LANDFILL CAP IS IN PLACE, BY FOLLOWING WISCONSIN'S HAZARDOUS AIR CONTAMINATION TEST-OUT PROCEDURES.  AS
STATED ABOVE IN PART A OF THIS RESPONSE, CERCLA EXPRESSES A PREFERENCE FOR REMEDIES WHICH EMPLOY TREATMENT
THAT PERMANENTLY AND SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCES THE MOBILITY, TOXICITY, OR VOLUME OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AS A
PRINCIPAL ELEMENT.  EMPHASIS IS PLACED ON DESTRUCTION OF DETOXIFICATION OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS RATHER THAN ON
PROTECTION STRICTLY THROUGH PREVENTION OF EXPOSURES.  MORE WORK IS REQUIRED PRIOR TO THE ACTUAL
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE LANDFILL GAS EXTRACTION AND FLARING SYSTEM, BUT THIS WORK WILL BE CONDUCTED DURING THE
DESIGN PHASE OF THE SYSTEM AND WILL DETERMINE ASPECTS SUCH AS THE FLOW RATES OF GAS AND CONTAMINANTS OUT OF
THE VENTS, PERCENTAGE OF METHANE, AND IF ADDITIONAL FUEL SOURCES WILL BE REQUIRED.  WITH REGARD TO
DETERMINING THE ACTUAL RISK TO PEOPLE BREATHING THE AIR IMMEDIATELY OFFSITE OR IN THE ADJACENT NEIGHBORHOODS,
CONTINUED MONITORING IS STILL REQUIRED SINCE THE SOURCE OF THE CONTAMINATION IS REMAINING ONSITE.  ALSO, BY
ELIMINATING THE HIGH RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH THE ON-SITE AIR CONTAMINATION, ANY RISKS OFFSITE WILL ALSO BE
ELIMINATED.  SAMPLING THE AIR AWAY FROM THE SOURCE AREA AND DETERMINING AN ACCURATE HEALTH RISK IS DIFFICULT,
SINCE AIR NEVER TRAVELS IN A STRAIGHT PATH, SO ADDITIONAL SAMPLING OFFSITE AT THE PRESENT TIME MAY NOT
PROVIDE ANY SIGNIFICANT ADDITIONAL DATA TO SUPPORT OR REFUTE THE DECISION TO RECOVER AND TREAT THE LANDFILL
GAS AT THE SOURCE.

D)  REFER TO RESPONSES IN PARTS A, B, AND C OF THIS RESPONSE.

E)  OVERALL SITE:  US EPA AGREES THAT ACCESS/LAND USE AND GROUNDWATER USE RESTRICTIONS ARE NEEDED FOR THE
PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND WELFARE.  US EPA ALSO BELIEVES THAT GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT IS
WARRANTED FOR THE REASONS STATED ABOVE.

1963 SITE:  US EPA'S SELECTED REMEDY IS SIMILAR TO THE ONE MENTIONED IN THIS COMMENT.  AFTER THE COMMENT
PERIOD, THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE FOR THE "1963" SITE WAS CHANGED FROM ALTERNATIVE 6 TO ALTERNATIVE 5, THE NO
ACTION ALTERNATIVE, FOR REASONS AS STATED WITHIN THE ROD.  CONTINUED MONITORING AND ACCESS/LAND USE
RESTRICTIONS WILL STILL APPLY TO THIS SITE AS WITH THE ENTIRE JDF SITE.

JAB SITE:  US EPA'S PREFERRED REMEDY IS SIMILAR TO THE ONE MENTIONED IN THIS COMMENT.  COMBINING SITE
RESTRICTIONS WITH THE CONTINUED COMPLIANCE WITH THE APPLICABLE RCRA REQUIREMENTS.  IN ADDITION THE PREFERRED
REMEDY CALLS FOR THE REMOVAL OF THE EXISTING ASH PILE LOCATED TO THE SOUTH OF THE JAB ALONG WITH THE
CONTINUED MAINTENANCE OF THE JAB CAP.

1978 SITE:  BASED ON THE RESULTS OF THE RI, THE US EPA STILL INSISTS THAT THE PRESENT CAP ON THE 1978 SITE
NEEDS TO BE UPGRADED TO MEET THE RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS OF WISCONSIN ADMINISTRATIVE CODE (WAC)
NR 504.07 (THE REGULATIONS GOVERNING THE CAPPING AND CLOSING OF LANDFILLS).

1985 SITE:  BASED ON COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE COMMENT PERIOD AND THE ABILITY OF THE POTENTIALLY
RESPONSIBLE PARTIES (PRPS) TO SHOW THAT THE WAC NR 504.07 CAP, ALONG WITH THE REPAIRS AND IMPROVEMENTS TO THE
LEACHATE COLLECTION SYSTEM AND THE INSTALLATION OF THE LANDFILL GAS EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT SYSTEM, CAN MEET
OR EXCEED THE STANDARDS CALLED FOR BY RCRA SUBTITLE C/WAC NR 181.44 (13) (THE REGULATIONS GOVERNING THE
CAPPING AND CLOSING OF LANDFILLS, BUT MORE STRICT THAN THE WAC NR 504.07 REGULATIONS), THE SELECTED
ALTERNATIVE HAS CHANGED FROM THE ALTERNATIVE PRESENTED WITHIN THE PROPOSED PLAN.  THE WAC NR 504.07 CAP,
HOWEVER, IS MORE STRINGENT THAN THE RCRA SUBTITLE C/WAC NR 181.44(12) CAP FOR INTERIM STATUS FACILITIES, IN
THAT IT PROVIDES FOR A FROST PROTECTION SOIL LAYER.  REFER TO THE ROD, SECTION VIII FOR AN EXPLANATION OF
THESE CHANGES.

COMMENT 5:  MANY LETTERS (SEE APPENDIX A ) CONTAINED CONCERNS RELATING TO THE AMOUNT OF MONEY TO BE SPENT TO
EITHER SATISFY SOME REGULATION OR TO BE SPENT WITHOUT A PROPER COST/BENEFIT RATIO.  THEY ASKED HOW CAN EPA
ENFORCES THESE REGULATIONS, COSTING UP TO $17 MILLION, EVEN WHEN THE SITES WERE LEGALLY OPERATED AND CLOSED
UNDER THE REGULATIONS EXISTING AT THAT TIME?  WHY NOT MONITOR THE SITUATION AND IMPLEMENT A REMEDY LATER IF
IT IS SHOWN TO BE ENDANGERING HUMAN HEALTH OR THE ENVIRONMENT?



RESPONSE 5:  ASPECTS OF THIS COMMENT ARE COVERED WITHIN THE RESPONSE ABOVE FOR COMMENT 4, DEALING WITH THE
REASONING BEHIND THE SELECTION OF THE PREFERRED REMEDIES INVOLVING TREATMENT OF WASTES AND THE ADDRESSING OF
THE COST/BENEFIT ISSUE.  WITH REGARDS TO THE OVERALL COST AND THE BURDEN THAT MAY BE FELT BY THE  CITIZENS OF
JANESVILLE, THE US EPA FEELS THAT THE COST ESTIMATE IS JUST THAT, AN ESTIMATE, AND MOST LIKELY THE ACTUAL
COST WILL BE SOMEWHAT LOWER.  AFTER THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES WERE REVISED BASED ON COMMENTS RECEIVED AND
DISCUSSIONS WITH THE PRPS, THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SELECTED REMEDIES WILL COST AN ESTIMATED $12 MILLION. 
IN ADDITION, THE ESTIMATED COST IS CARRIED OVER THE ESTIMATE TIME PERIOD OF 30 YEARS, INCLUDING THE
IMPLEMENTATION AND OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF THE SELECTED REMEDIES.  ANOTHER POINT TO MAKE IS THAT THIS
COST IS COVERING NOT ONE SITE, BUT IS ADDRESSING THE CONCERNS OF FOUR SEPARATE SITES, WHILE THE OVERALL
GROUNDWATER ISSUE CAN EVEN BE CONSIDERED AS A FIFTH SITE.  WHILE IT IS TRUE THAT THE CITY OF JANESVILLE IS
CONSIDERED A PRP IN THIS MATTER, (UNDER THE CERCLA STATUTE, OWNERS/OPERATORS ALONG WITH GENERATORS AND
TRANSPORTERS OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES ARE HELD LIABLE FOR THE RELEASE OR POTENTIAL RELEASE OF HAZARDOUS
SUBSTANCES INTO THE ENVIRONMENT) THE TOTAL FINANCIAL BURDEN OF THE REMEDIAL ACTION WILL NOT FALL SOLELY ON
THE CITIZENS OF JANESVILLE.  IT IS UNCERTAIN AS TO HOW THE PRPS WILL PLAN ON DIVIDING THE COSTS, BUT AS WITH
THE RI/FS, THERE WERE 15 PARTIES COOPERATING IN FINANCING THE INVESTIGATION.

DUE IN PART TO THE NUMBER OF LETTERS WITH THE CONCERNS OF OVER SPENDING WITH LITTLE BENEFIT AND TO A
PROVISION IN AN AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE US EPA, WDNR AND THE PRPS, THESE ISSUES WERE DISCUSSED WITH THE PRP
STEERING COMMITTEE DURING A 60-DAY PERIOD PRIOR TO THE SIGNING TO THE ROD.  THE REMEDIES AS STATED IN THE ROD
HAVE BEEN REVISED SOMEWHAT TO REFLECT THESE CONCERNS.  PLEASE REFER TO SECTION VIII OF THE ROD FOR FURTHER
DETAILS.

COMMENT 6:  WE AGREE WITH THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES SELECTED FOR THE JDF EXCEPT FOR THE ALTERNATIVE
PRESENTED FOR THE 1985 LANDFILL, A RCRA-REGULATED UNIT WHICH IS SUBJECT TO RCRA CORRECTIVE ACTION.
SPECIFICALLY, WE DO NOT AGREE THAT A 40 CFR PART 264 CAP (RCRA SUBTITLE C REQUIREMENTS AS MENTIONED IN THE
CODE OF FEDERAL REGULATIONS) IS APPROPRIATE OR REQUIRED FOR THIS SITE.  WE BELIEVE THAT THE GROUNDWATER
MONITORING AND CORRECTIVE ACTION REQUIREMENTS OF PART 264 APPLY TO THIS FACILITY, BUT WE DO NOT AGREE THAT
THE PART 264 CAPPING REQUIREMENTS SHOULD BE REQUIRED FOR THIS SITE.  UNDER PART 264 CORRECTIVE ACTION, WE
BELIEVE THAT UPGRADING THE CAP TO MEET WAC NR 504 REQUIREMENTS, ENHANCED LEACHATE COLLECTION AND POSSIBLY
GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION, WILL REMEDY THE PROBLEM OF HIGH LEACHATE LEVELS IN THE LANDFILL AND MITIGATE
POTENTIAL GROUNDWATER IMPACTS FROM THIS UNIT.

RESPONSE 6:  AS A RESULT OF THE 60-DAY PERIOD USED TO DISCUSS THE REMEDIAL ACTION OPTIONS BETWEEN THE US EPA,
WDNR AND THE PRP STEERING COMMITTEE THIS ISSUE WAS ADDRESSED.  US EPA STATED THAT THE PART 264 CAP IS NOT IN
ARAR BUT MAY STILL BE REQUIRED AS PART OF RCRA CORRECTIVE ACTION.  IT WAS DETERMINED THAT IF IT CAN BE SHOWN,
BY THE PRPS, THAT THE WAC NR 504 CAP AND THE LEACHATE COLLECTION SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS COMBINED WILL ACHIEVE
SIMILAR OR BETTER RESULTS THAN THE CAP AS PER PART 264, THEN THE US EPA WILL AGREE WITH YOUR COMMENT.

COMMENT 7:  FOR THE REASONS CITED BELOW, THE EPA'S PREFERRED REMEDIES FOR THE 1985 SITE, AND THE GROUNDWATER
REMEDIATION ARE INAPPROPRIATE, IMPRACTICAL AND OVERPROTECTIVE.  IN ADDITION, THE EPA HAS  IMPROPERLY
DE-EMPHASIZED COST AS A FACTOR TO BE CONSIDERED IN ITS SELECTIONS IN LIGHT OF THE FOLLOWING COMMENTS.  IN
CONNECTION WITH EACH OF ITS COMMENTS, THE STEERING COMMITTEE WILL PROPOSE AN ALTERNATIVE REMEDIAL ACTION
WHICH IS APPROPRIATE, PRACTICAL, COST EFFECTIVE AND PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.

A)  "1985" SITE:  THE EPA'S PREFERRED REMEDY OF A NEW CAP FOR THE 1985  SITE IS INAPPROPRIATE, IMPRACTICABLE,
NOT REQUIRED BY LAW AND NOT COST EFFECTIVE.  THE PREFERRED REMEDY IDENTIFIED IN THE PROPOSAL PLAN FOR THE
1985 SITE IS THE INSTALLATION OF A NEW CAP CONFORMING TO WISCONSIN WAC NR 181.44(13).  THIS PROPOSED REMEDY
IS NOT REQUIRED TO PROTECT HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT, IS NOT PRACTICABLE, IS NOT AN APPLICABLE
REQUIREMENT UNDER RCRA OR CERCLA, AND IS NOT COST EFFECTIVE FOR THE SITE CONDITIONS.  FOR THE FOLLOWING
REASONS THE EPA'S PREFERRED REMEDY IS NOT JUSTIFIED AND SHOULD BE MODIFIED. 

1)  THERE IS NO EVIDENCE THAT THE 1985 SITE IS A SOURCE OF CONTAMINATION SUFFICIENT TO JUSTIFY A CORRECTIVE
ACTION CONSISTING OF A TOTALLY NEW RCRA CLOSURE CAP ON THE SITE.  THERE ARE THREE BODIES OF EVIDENCE IN THE
RI/FS WHICH INDICATE THAT THE 1985 SITE IS NOT THE SOURCE OF THE CONTAMINATION.  FIRST, THERE IS EVIDENCE
THAT WASTES ARE MIXED WITH THE SOILS BETWEEN THE 1978 AND THE 1985 SITES.  THE VALLEY BETWEEN THE 1978 AND
1985 SITES RECEIVED CLEAN FILL DURING SITE OPERATIONS.  HOWEVER, WASTE MAY HAVE BLOWN OR ERODED FROM THE
SITES AND MIXED WITH FILL IN THE VALLEY.  SOIL SAMPLING WHILE INSTALLING WELL IR HAS INDICATED THIS. 



GROUNDWATER QUALITY AT WELL IR COULD BE AFFECTED BY INFILTRATION OF RAINFALL THROUGH THE WASTE PRESENT IN THE
SOILS OR BY THE UNLINED 1978 SITE.  THEREFORE, WELL IR IS LIKELY NOT MONITORING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF EXISTING
ENGINEERING CONTROLS AT THE 1985 SITE.  A NEW NR 181.44(13) CAP OVER THE 1985 SITE WOULD NOT HAVE ANY EFFECT
ON MINIMIZING CONTAMINATION FROM WASTE WHICH IS OUTSIDE THE LIMITS OF THE 1985 SITE.  A MORE APPROPRIATE
REMEDY FOR THIS CONDITION WOULD BE TO TIE THE 1978 SITE CAP INTO THE 1985 CAP TO COVER THE AREA BETWEEN THE
TWO SITES.

2)  A COMPARISON OF VOCS DETECTED AT WELL 1R AND VOCS DETECTED IN LEACHATE FROM THE 1985 SITE INDICATES THE
1985 SITE IS PROBABLY NOT THE SOURCE OF THE WELL 1R CONTAMINANTS.  BENZENE, ETHYLBENZENE, XYLENE, TOLUENE AND
1,2,-DICHLOROETHENE WERE DETECTED IN WELL 1R AND IN LEACHATE FROM THE 1978 SITE.  THEY WERE NOT DETECTED IN
LEACHATE FROM THE 1985 SITE.  THIS IS STRONG EVIDENCE THAT ANY CONTAMINATION IN WELL 1R IS DUE TO THE 1978
SITE AND NOT THE 1985 SITE.  A NEW CAP ON THE 1985 SITE WOULD NOT HELP TO REMEDIATE THESE CONTAMINANTS.

3)  GROUNDWATER QUALITY AT WELLS 3 AND 4, LOCATED SOUTH AND DOWNGRADIENT OF THE 1985 SITE WAS SIMILAR TO
GROUNDWATER QUALITY UPGRADIENT  OF THE SITE AT WELLS W14, W29 AND W29A.  THIS INDICATES THAT GROUNDWATER
QUALITY PROBLEMS BETWEEN THE 1978 AND 1985 SITES ARE LOCALIZED AND NOT RELATED TO THE 1985 SITE.  THE EXTENT
AND SOURCE OF ANY GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION BETWEEN THE TWO SITES SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED BEFORE A DECISION IS
MADE THAT A NEW CAP ON THE 1985 SITE IS NECESSARY.  AGAIN, TYING THE 1978 CAP TO THE 1985 CAP AS PART OF THE
REPAIR WOULD REMEDIATE THIS LOCALIZED PROBLEM.

THE EVIDENCE FROM THE RI/FS LEADS TO THE CONCLUSION THAT THE WELL 1R CONTAMINATION WAS MOST LIKELY DUE TO THE
UNLINED 1978 SITE WHICH IS ADJACENT TO WELL 1R.  WHILE THE PROXIMITY OF THE 1978 AND 1985 SITES MAKES IT
VIRTUALLY IMPOSSIBLE TO CONFIRM THAT A PARTICULAR CONTAMINANT ORIGINATED FROM A SPECIFIC DISPOSAL AREA,
COMMON SENSE AS WELL AS THE EXPERT OPINION OF WARZYN ENGINEERING CLEARLY INDICATES THAT THE 1978 SITE OR THE
WASTE MIXED WITH THE SOILS BETWEEN THE TWO SITES IS THE MOST LIKELY SOURCE OF THE WELL IR CONTAMINANTS. 
THUS, THE AVAILABLE EVIDENCE DOES NOT SUPPORT THE SELECTION OF AN NR 181.44(13) CAP AS THE APPROPRIATE
CORRECTIVE ACTION FOR THE 1985 SITE.  THE APPROPRIATE ACTION FOR THE 1985 SITE IS THE INCEPTION AND
MAINTENANCE OF THE EXISTING NR 181.44(12) CAP.

4)  THE EPA'S PREFERRED REMEDY IS NOT PRACTICABLE AND WOULD NOT BE A RELIABLE LONG TERM REMEDY FOR THE 1985
SITE BECAUSE OF THE SITE CONDITIONS. NR 181.44(13) REQUIRES THAT THE VEGETATED TOP COVER HAVE SLOPES NO
STEEPER THAN 25 PERCENT.  SLOPES ON THE SOUTHERN SIDES OF THE SITE ARE GREATER THAN 33 PERCENT.  SLOPES ON
THE WESTERN SIDE OF THE SITE ARE GREATER THAN 25 PERCENT AND RANGE TO GREATER THAN 33 PERCENT. 

AS A RESULT, COVER SOILS ARE LIKELY TO SLIDE OFF OF OR ERODE FROM THE SYNTHETIC LINER.  REGRADING IS
IMPRACTICAL.  AGAIN, THE APPROPRIATE AND PRACTICAL REMEDY WOULD BE TO REPAIR THE EXISTING CAP AND EXTEND THE
CAP TO COVER THE AREA BETWEEN THE 1978 AND 1985 SITES.

5) THE EXISTING CAP MEETS OR EXCEEDS STATE AND FEDERAL LANDFILL CLOSURE REGULATIONS AS SET OUT IN 40 CFR
265.10 AND WAC NR 181.44(12).  THE FEDERAL REGULATIONS FOR A CAP ON A RCRA FACILITY REQUIRE THAT THE CAP HAVE
A PERMEABILITY EQUAL TO OR LESS THAN THE PERMEABILITY OF THE LINEAR OF THE FACILITY.  THE EXISTING CAP MEETS
THESE REQUIREMENTS.  WAC NR 181.44(12).  THE FEDERAL REGULATIONS FOR A CAP ON A RCRA FACILITY REQUIRE THAT
THE CAP HAVE A PERMEABILITY EQUAL TO OR LESS THAN THE PERMEABILITY OF THE LINER OF THE FACILITY.  THE
EXISTING CAP MEETS THESE REQUIREMENTS.  WAC NR 181.44(12) REQUIRES A CAP FOR INTERIM STATUS RCRA FACILITIES
TO BE AT LEAST 2 FEET OF COMPACTED CLAY WITH A VEGETATIVE COVER.  THE EXISTING CAP ALSO MEETS OR EXCEEDS
THESE REQUIREMENTS.  THE SITE WAS CLOSED AS A WASTE DISPOSAL FACILITY IN 1985 UNDER AN APPROVED CLOSURE PLAN,
APPROVED BY THE WDNR IN 1986.  THEREFORE, NEITHER THE EPA NOT THE WDNR CAN REQUIRE A NEW CLOSURE AT THIS TIME
IN THE ABSENCE OF A SHOWING OF NON-COMPLIANCE WITH THE EXISTING CLOSURE PLAN OR FURTHER USE OF THE SITE AS A
PLACEMENT OR DISPOSAL FACILITY.  A NEW CAP ON THE SITE IS NEITHER APPROPRIATE NOR REQUIRED.

6)  THE EPA IMPROPERLY FAILED TO CONSIDER COST IN THE SELECTION OF ITS PREFERRED REMEDY.  AS EPA STATES IN
THE PROPOSED PLAN, COST WILL BECOME A DETERMINING FACTOR FOR RCRA REMEDIAL ACTIONS WHEN TWO OR MORE
ALTERNATIVES ACHIEVE THE SAME GOAL.  NEITHER THE EPA NOT THE WDNR CITE ANY EVIDENCE THAT THE EXISTING CAP
AFTER REPAIR WOULD NOT ACHIEVE THE SAME GOAL AS AN NR 181.44(13) CAP.  THE EPA'S CHOICE OF THE NR 181.44(13)
CAP SEEMS TO BE BASED ON THE "MORE IS BETTER" THEORY RATHER THAN ON ANY TECHNICAL JUSTIFICATION.  IN THE
ABSENCE OF A DEMONSTRATED DIFFERENCE IN THE ABILITY OF ONE CAP OVER ANOTHER TO ACHIEVE THE REQUIRED GOALS,
COST MUST BE CONSIDERED.



7)  CAISSONS ARE NOT NEEDED TO REMEDIATE THE LEACHATE COLLECTION SYSTEM.  THE RI SUGGESTED THAT MORE THAN ONE
FOOT OF LEACHATE IS PRESENT ON THE LINER AT THE 1985 SITE.  THE PROPOSED PLAN THEREFORE RECOMMENDS LEACHATE
BE REMOVED USING CAISSONS.  LEACHATE WITHDRAWAL COULD BE ACCOMPLISHED WITHOUT INSTALLING CAISSONS.  THIRTEEN
LANDFILL GAS EXTRACTION WELLS ARE INCLUDED IN THE CONCEPTUAL DESIGN FOR THE LANDFILL GAS EXTRACTION SYSTEM
AND THESE WELLS COULD BE UTILIZED AS WELLS TO WITHDRAW LEACHATE IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE ALREADY-PRESENT
LEACHATE COLLECTION SYSTEM.  BOTH LEACHATE AND LANDFILL GAS COULD BE REMOVED USING THIS SYSTEM.  THIS WOULD
EFFECTIVELY REDUCE THE POTENTIAL FOR ENVIRONMENTAL DEGRADATION BY:  1) REDUCING LEACHATE HEAD ON THE LINER
AND THEREFORE, THE POTENTIAL FOR LEAKAGE THROUGH THE LINER:  2) REDUCING THE VOLUME OF LANDFILL GAS
CONTAMINANTS RELEASED TO AMBIENT AIR:  AND 3) REDUCING THE CONCENTRATIONS OF VOCS IN WASTE AND LEACHATE BY
WITHDRAWING VOCS ALONG WITH THE LANDFILL GAS.

B.  "1963" SITE:  THE EPA'S PREFERRED REMEDY FOR THE 1963 SITE IS IMPRACTICAL AND INAPPROPRIATE FOR THE SITE
CONDITIONS.  ALTHOUGH IT IS UNCLEAR FROM THE LANGUAGE OF THE PROPOSED PLAN EXACTLY WHAT TYPE OF CAP UPGRADE
THE EPA PREFERS FOR THE SITE, IT WOULD APPEAR FROM THE COST ESTIMATES IN THE PROPOSED PLAN THAT THE EPA
PREFERS UPGRADING THE COVER TO NR 500 LANDFILL CLOSURE STANDARDS.  THE PROPOSED REMEDIES ARE NOT APPROPRIATE
AND IMPRACTICAL FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS:

1) AN UPGRADED CAP AT THE 1963 SITE IS INAPPROPRIATE BECAUSE OF THE NATURE OF THE WASTES REMAINING AT THE
SITE.  PRIMARILY MUNICIPAL WASTES WERE DISPOSED OF AT THE SITE AND COMBUSTIBLE WASTES WERE BURNED BEFORE
BURIAL.  THE WASTES HAVE BEEN BURIED AT THE SITE FOR OVER 25 YEARS.  THERE IS NO DOCUMENTATION THAT HAZARDOUS
WASTES WERE EVER DISPOSED OF AT THE SITE AND FOR THE REASONS STATED ABOVE, IT IS CONCLUDED THAT THE
CONCENTRATIONS OF ANY CONTAMINANTS IN THE REMAINING WASTE ARE VERY LOW.  LEACHATE WAS NOT PRESENT IN EITHER
LEACHATE WELL ONSITE.  SOIL SAMPLES COLLECTED BENEATH THE SITE AT BOTH LOCATIONS DID NOT SHOW DETECTABLE TCL
(TARGET COMPOUND LIST) ORGANICS.  THIS DEMONSTRATES THAT THE POTENTIAL FOR GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION FROM THE
SITE IS NEGLIGIBLE. 

THE JAB OCCUPIES APPROXIMATELY 4 ACRES OF THE 1963 SITE AND IS ALREADY CAPPED UNDER WDNR APPROVED CLOSURE
PLAN.  THE AVAILABLE EVIDENCE INDICATES THAT ANY CONTAMINATION COMING FROM THE 1963 SITE AREA IS DUE TO THE
OPERATION OF THE JAB, WHICH CEASED IN 1985.  ADDING A NEW CAP OVER THE 1963 SITE WOULD HAVE NO EFFECT ON THIS
RESIDUAL CONTAMINATION.  SINCE A NEW OR ENHANCED CAP WOULD DESTROY CURRENT SITE USAGE, AND SINCE THERE IS NO
EVIDENCE THAT THE 1963 SITE IS THE SOURCE OF ON-GOING CONTAMINATION, THE EPA'S PREFERRED REMEDY IS
INAPPROPRIATE FOR THE SITE AND WOULD NOT BE AN EFFECTIVE REMEDY.

2)  AN UPGRADED CAP ON THE 1963 SITE IS IMPRACTICAL DUE TO CURRENT SITE CONDITIONS.  JAB OCCUPIES
APPROXIMATELY 4 ACRES OF THE 1963 SITE AND IS ALREADY CAPPED.  THE REMAINDER OF THE SITE IS PRIVATELY OWNED
BY A COMMERCIAL RECYCLING FACILITY WITH APPROXIMATELY 4.5 ACRES OF THE FACILITY'S PROPERTY BEING HEAVILY
WOODED AND APPROXIMATELY 6 ACRES BEING USED FOR RECYCLING OPERATIONS.  ANOTHER 2 ACRES OF THE SITE IS COVERED
WITH RECYCLABLE ASPHALT.  UPGRADING THE CAP WOULD REQUIRE THE DESTRUCTION OF THE WOODED AREA AND DEMOLITION
OF THE RECYCLING FACILITY WHICH WOULD INFLICT FINANCIAL COSTS ON THE PRESENT OWNER.  THE NATURE OF THE
EXISTING CONDITIONS AT THE SITE MAKE CONSTRUCTION OF AN UPGRADED CAP OVER THE ENTIRE SITE IMPRACTICABLE.

THE APPROPRIATE REMEDIAL ACTION FOR THE 1963 SITE WOULD BE CAREFUL EVALUATION OF THE EXISTING COVER AND
IMPROVEMENT OF DRAINAGE CONDITIONS AS NEEDED.  A DRAINAGE SYSTEM FOR THE AREA COULD BE DESIGNED WHICH WOULD
IMPROVE SURFACE WATER DRAINAGE WITHOUT DESTROYING THE EXISTING LAND USES.  A REQUIREMENT THAT A FULL NEW CAP
BE ADDED TO THE SITE IS IMPRACTICAL AND INAPPROPRIATE.

C.  GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION:  THE PROPOSED PUMP AND TREAT SYSTEM IS UNWARRANTED GIVEN THE LACK OF RISK
ASSOCIATED WITH THE GROUNDWATER.  THE AGENCY'S PROPOSED PLAN FOR ADDRESSING GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION AT THE
JDF CALLS FOR BOTH INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS ON THE USE OF GROUNDWATER DOWNGRADIENT OF THE JDF AND GROUNDWATER
EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT.  WE FIND THE USE OF A PUMP AND TREAT SOLUTION AT THIS SITE IS UNNECESSARY GIVEN THE
ABSENCE OF RISK ASSOCIATED WITH THE POTENTIAL USE OF THIS GROUNDWATER AND THE DATA UPON WHICH THIS PROPOSED
REMEDY IS BASED.  WE LIST THE FOLLOWING REASONS WHY THE AGENCY'S PROPOSED REMEDY IS UNWARRANTED:

1)  CERCLA AND RCRA REQUIRE THAT A SITE REMEDY BE BASED ON THE RISK PRESENTED TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE
ENVIRONMENT.  THIS IS THE PRINCIPAL REASON FOR PERFORMING THE DETAILED ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT WITHIN THE
RI/FS.  BY KNOWING WHAT RISKS NEED TO BE REDUCED, A REMEDY CAN BE CRAFTED THAT APPROPRIATELY ADDRESSES THESE
RISKS, IF ANY.  FAILURE TO TAILOR THE REMEDY TO THE RISKS PRESENTED AT A SITE CAN RESULT IN REMEDIES THAT ARE



EITHER UNDERPROTECTIVE OR, AS IN THIS CASE, REMEDIES THAT ARE CLEARLY OVERPROTECTIVE.

THE REQUIREMENT THAT THE AGENCY USE A RISK-BASED REMEDY SELECTION PROCESS IS CLEARLY SET FORTH IN THE 1986
AMENDMENTS TO CERCLA.  THE STATUTORY LANGUAGE REPEATEDLY REFERS TO THE SELECTION OF A REMEDY THAT IS BASED ON
THE "SHORT- AND LONG-TERM POTENTIAL FOR ADVERSE HEALTH EFFECTS FROM HUMAN EXPOSURE" AND IS "PROTECTIVE OF
HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT."  MOREOVER, IN SELECTING A REMEDY, THE STATUTE AGAIN INCORPORATES A
RISK-BASED STANDARD BY SPECIFICALLY REQUIRING THAT THE CLEANUP SHALL "ASSURE () PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH
AND THE ENVIRONMENT" AND THAT THE REMEDIAL ACTIONS BE "RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE UNDER THE IRCUMSTANCES."
INDEED, IN SELECTING APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE CLEANUP REQUIREMENTS, THE PROPOSED NCP (NATIONAL
CONTINGENCY PLAN) RECOGNIZES THAT SEVERAL CRITERIA MUST BE WEIGHED, INCLUDING THE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SITE
AND CIRCUMSTANCES OF THE RELEASE.  FINALLY, EPA'S DRAFT GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS STATE THAT, IN SELECTING A REMEDY
THAT IS "PROTECTIVE" OF THE ENVIRONMENT UNDER CERCLA SECTION 121, EPA'S APPROACH INVOLVES A "RISK ASSESSMENT"
THAT "INCLUDES CONSIDERATION OF SITE-SPECIFIC FACTORS SUCH AS POTENTIAL FOR EXPOSURE. . ."

WITH RESPECT TO GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION, THE AGENCY, UNDER CERCLA, IS SPECIFICALLY ALLOWED TO DEVELOP
ALTERNATE GROUNDWATER CONCENTRATION LIMITS WHERE, INTER ALLIA, INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS PROHIBIT THE USE OF
GROUNDWATER FOR DRINKING-WATER PURPOSES, AND THE DISCHARGE OF THE GROUNDWATER HAS AN INSIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON
A NEARBY WATER BODY.  BY INCORPORATING THIS CONCEPT INTO THE CLEANUP STANDARD SECTION OF THE STATUTE,
CONGRESS CLEARLY INTENDED GROUNDWATER REMEDIES TO BE PARTICULARLY SENSITIVE TO RISK OR LACK THEREOF
ASSOCIATED WITH THE CONTAMINATION.  THE PROPOSED NCP RECOGNIZES THIS INTENT BY SETTING FORTH (I) A
GROUNDWATER CLASSIFICATION SCHEME, (II) RESTORATION TIME PERIODS AND (III) TECHNOLOGIES TO ACHIEVE
GROUNDWATER CLEANUP BASED, INTER ALIA, ON THE USE OF THE GROUNDWATER, THE POTENTIAL FOR HUMAN EXPOSURE AND
THE EFFECTIVENESS OF INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS.  IN ADDITION, IN THE INTERIM FINAL GUIDANCE ON REMEDIAL ACTIONS
FOR CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER AT SUPERFUND SITES, THE AGENCY RECOGNIZES THAT NATURAL ATTENUATION "MAY BE THE
MOST PRACTICABLE RESPONSE" WHERE THE CONTAMINATION WILL ATTENUATE TO HEALTH-BASED LEVELS WITHIN A RELATIVELY
SHORT DISTANCE. 

SIMILARLY, THE CORRECTIVE ACTION STANDARDS UNDER RCRA ALSO REQUIRE A RISK-BASED REMEDY.  THE STATUTE REQUIRES
CORRECTIVE ACTION WHERE IT IS "NECESSARY TO PROTECT HUMAN HEALTH OR THE ENVIRONMENT."   WITH RESPECT TO
GROUNDWATER PROTECTION, THE REGULATIONS APPLICABLE TO THE OWNERS AND OPERATORS OF HAZARDOUS WASTE TREATMENT,
STORAGE AND DISPOSAL FACILITIES ALLOW EPA TO EXCLUDE A HAZARDOUS CONSTITUENT "IS NOT CAPABLE OF POSING A
SUBSTANTIAL PRESENT OR POTENTIAL HAZARD TO HUMAN HEALTH OR THE ENVIRONMENT."  THIS DETERMINATION IS TO BE
BASED, IN PART, ON THE PROXIMITY AND WITHDRAWAL RATES OF USERS, CURRENT AND FUTURE USES OF THE GROUNDWATER,
AND THE POTENTIAL FOR HEALTH RISKS CAUSED BY HUMAN EXPOSURE.

2)  THE PROPOSED REMEDY IS UNNECESSARY BECAUSE THE GROUNDWATER MIGRATING FROM THE JDF PRESENTS NO RISK TO
HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  IN THE PRESENT CASE, THE DATA AND THE ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT FOR THE JDF
DO NOT WARRANT THE USE OF A PUMP AND TREAT SYSTEM FOR REMOVING THE LEVEL OF GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION FOUND
AT THE JDF. AS DESCRIBED IN THE RI, THE HORIZONTAL AND VERTICAL EXTENT OF CONTAMINANT MIGRATION IS LIMITED
BECAUSE GROUNDWATER DISCHARGES TO THE ROCK RIVER, LOCATED APPROXIMATELY 1000-1200 FEET DOWNGRADIENT OF THE
JDF.  THUS, THE EXISTING INFORMATION SUGGESTS THAT THERE IS NO POTENTIAL FOR THE CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER TO
FLOW UNDER THE ROCK RIVER OR DEEPER INTO THE AQUIFER.  IN ADDITION, GROUNDWATER QUALITY IS EXPECTED TO
IMPROVE WITH TIME BECAUSE THE PRIMARY SOURCE OF CONTAMINATION, JAB, NO LONGER CONTAINS WASTE.  COMPARISON OF
WATER-QUALITY DATA COLLECTED DURING MAY, 1989 BY PARKER PEN SUGGESTS SOME IMPROVEMENTS HAVE ALREADY OCCURRED
SINCE THE RI DATA WAS COLLECTED IN JULY, 1988.  THERE ALSO ARE NO PRESENT OR FUTURE USERS OF GROUNDWATER,
SINCE THE CITY PROVIDES DRINKING WATER TO ALL FACILITIES DOWNGRADIENT OF THE JDF AND PROHIBITS THE FUTURE
INSTALLATION OF PRIVATE DRINKING-WATER WELLS IN THIS AREA.  THEREFORE, THERE IS NO PRESENT OR FUTURE RISK
ASSOCIATED WITH THE GROUNDWATER.  NOT ONLY IS THE RISK TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT NEGLIGIBLE, BUT
THE CONTAMINATION WHICH WAS FOUND WILL NATURALLY DISSIPATE AS IT DISCHARGES INTO THE NEARBY ROCK RIVER.  THE
ADDITIONAL LOADING TO THE ROCK RIVER WILL BE   MINIMAL, AT MOST.  THE CONCENTRATIONS DETECTED AT THE RIVER
DID NOT EXCEED WAC NR 105 (WISCONSIN'S SURFACE WATER REGULATIONS) HUMAN THRESHOLD CRITERIA AND HUMAN CANCER
CRITERIA FOR SURFACE WATER QUALITY.  CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS IN THE RIVER WERE MUCH LOWER THAN AMBIENT
WATER QUALITY CRITERIA  FOR FRESH WATER ORGANISMS.  WITH THE PROPOSED REMEDIAL WORK UNDERTAKEN ON THE
REMAINING PORTIONS OF THE JDF, NO NEW CONTAMINATION WILL BE INTRODUCED INTO THE GROUNDWATER.  AS SUCH, THE
GROUNDWATER WILL BE NATURALLY CLEANED WITHOUT THE NEED TO UNDERTAKE AN EXPENSIVE PUMP AND TREAT SYSTEM.

FINALLY, IN THE COMMENTS MADE AT THE PUBLIC MEETING REFERENCE WAS MADE TO COMBINING THE JDF GROUNDWATER PLAN



WITH THAT DESIGNED FOR THE CONTAMINANT PLUME ASSOCIATED WITH PARKER PEN.  HOWEVER, WE HAVE BEEN INFORMED BY
PARKER PEN THAT BASED ON ITS SEPARATE HYDROGEOLOGICAL STUDY, IT WILL RECOMMEND TO THE AGENCY THAT IT
UNDERTAKE A GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION PROGRAM SEPARATE AND DISTINCT FROM THE SUPERFUND PROGRAM.  GIVEN THAT
DECISION BY PARKER PEN INSTALLING PUMP AND TREAT SYSTEM FOR THE GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION ASSOCIATED WITH THE
JDF BECOMES EVEN MORE QUESTIONABLE.  NOT ONLY IS THE SYSTEM UNNECESSARY IN ORDER TO REMOVE ANY RISK TO HUMAN
HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT -- NO RISK PRESENTLY EXISTS -- BUT WILL MAKE WHAT IS ALREADY A COST-INTENSIVE
PROGRAM EVEN LESS COST EFFECTIVE.

3)  THE WISCONSIN GROUNDWATER PROTECTION LAW DOSE NOT REQUIRE GROUNDWATER PUMP AND TREAT.  THE WDNR ADOPTED
WAC NR 140 WISCONSIN'S GROUNDWATER QUALITY REGULATION) TO ENABLE THE STATE AGENCY TO RESPOND IN A FLEXIBLE
AND APPROPRIATE MANNER TO GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION SITUATIONS.  IN THE PURPOSE SECTION OF THE REGULATION, IT
SPECIFICALLY STATES THAT NR 140 IS TO BE USED TO DEVELOP A "RANGE OF RESPONSES THE DEPARTMENT MAY REQUIRE IF
A GROUNDWATER STANDARD IS ATTAINED OR EXCEEDED.  GIVEN THIS INTENT, NR 140 IS AIMED AT DEVELOPING
COST-EFFECTIVE REMEDIES THAT APPROPRIATELY MINIMIZE THE RISK TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  WHILE NR
140 ESTABLISHES CERTAIN NUMERICAL GROUNDWATER STANDARDS (KNOWN AS "ENFORCEMENT STANDARDS"), IT DOES NOT
MANDATE A PARTICULAR RESPONSE TO A GROUNDWATER PROBLEM NOR DOES IT MANDATE IMMEDIATE CLEANUP ACTION.  RATHER,
THE RULE ESTABLISHES A RANGE OF RESPONSES WHICH MAY INCLUDE A RELATIVELY SIMPLE CHANGE IN OPERATIONS, THE
CLOSURE OF A FACILITY OR ACTIVE REMEDIAL ACTION.  IN NUMEROUS CASES, WDNR HAS NOT REQUIRED IMMEDIATE REMEDIAL
ACTION BUT HAS BEEN WILLING TO ALLOW NATURAL ATTENUATION TO OCCUR AND RESOLVE THE CONTAMINATION.  FOR THIS
SITE, THE AGENCY HAS PROPOSED APPROPRIATE REMEDIAL ACTION THROUGH CAPPING ACTIVITIES AT THE JDF.  THIS WORK
WILL PREVENT ANY FURTHER ADDITION OF CONTAMINANTS TO THE GROUNDWATER.  WHEN THIS WORK IS COMBINED WITH THE
NATURAL ATTENUATION OF THE GROUNDWATER (WHICH IS RECOGNIZED WILL OCCUR), THE GROUNDWATER WILL ACHIEVE THE
APPROPRIATE GROUNDWATER LEVELS WITHOUT THE NEED TO UNDERTAKE AN EXPENSIVE PUMP AND TREAT PROGRAM.

4)  THE PROPOSED PUMP AND TREAT SYSTEM IS NOT COST EFFECTIVE.  CERCLA REQUIRES THE AGENCY TO CONSIDER THE
"COST EFFECTIVENESS" OF THE SELECTED REMEDY.  THUS, THE PROPOSED NCP STATES THAT EPA IS REQUIRED "TO EVALUATE
CLOSELY THE COSTS REQUIRED TO IMPLEMENT AND MAINTAIN A REMEDY AND MAINTAIN A REMEDY AND EVALUATE CLOSELY THE
COSTS REQUIRED TO IMPLEMENT AND MAINTAIN A REMEDY AND TO SELECT PROTECTIVE REMEDIES WHOSE COSTS ARE
PROPORTIONATE TO THEIR OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS."  IN THE PRESENT CIRCUMSTANCES, IF THE AGENCY PROCEEDS WITH A
GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION PLAN, WHICH IS NOT NECESSARY TO PROTECT HUMAN HEALTH OR THE ENVIRONMENT AND IS NOT
MANDATED BY STATE LAW, THE AGENCY MUST SELECT THE MOST COST-EFFECTIVE REMEDIAL ACTION.  THE PROPOSED PUMP AND
TREAT SYSTEM DOES NOT MEET THIS STANDARD.  IN CONTRAST, THE ROD FOR THE CITY OF WAUSAU SUPERFUND SITE ALLOWED
FOR A SITE-SPECIFIC ANALYSIS OF THE APPROPRIATE PUMP AND TREAT SYSTEM.  THIS FLEXIBILITY ALLOWED A SYSTEM TO
BE DEVELOPED WHICH DID NOT REQUIRE THE USE OF A STRIPPING TOWER IN ORDER TO MEET ALL APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS,
INCLUDING THE APPLICABLE DISCHARGE STANDARD.  A SIMILAR APPROACH COULD BE USED IN THIS CASE IN ORDER TO
STANDARD.  A SIMILAR APPROACH COULD BE USED IN THIS CASE IN ORDER TO MAXIMIZE THE COST EFFECTIVENESS
ASSOCIATED WITH ANY EXTRACTION WELL SYSTEM.

IN CONCLUSION, THE STEERING COMMITTEE BELIEVES THAT THE PREFERRED REMEDIES FOR THE 1985 SITE, THE 1963 SITE
AND THE GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION AS PUBLISHED IN THE EPA'S PROPOSED PLAN ARE INAPPROPRIATE AND IMPRACTICAL FOR
THE SITE.  ALTERNATIVE REMEDIES EXIST WHICH ARE EQUALLY PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT, WHICH
MEET ALL FEDERAL AND STATE REMEDIATION STANDARDS, AND WHICH ARE COST EFFECTIVE.  THE COMMITTEE REQUESTS THAT
THE EPA CAREFULLY EVALUATE ITS PREFERRED REMEDIES IN LIGHT OF THE ABOVE COMMENTS AND REVISE ITS PREFERRED
REMEDIES ACCORDINGLY.  PURSUANT TO SECTION XXVI (SELECTION OF REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE) OF THE CONSENT
ORDER FOR THE JDF SITES, THE COMMITTEE IS READY TO ENTER INTO GOOD FAITH NEGOTIATIONS WITH THE AGENCY
REGARDING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES FOR THE SITES.  THE COMMITTEE WILL WORK WITH THE
AGENCY TO DESIGN CORRECTIVE ACTIONS FOR THE SITE WHICH BETTER ADDRESS THE ACTUAL CONDITIONS OF EACH SITE AND
WHICH WILL MEET ALL APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS.

RESPONSE 7:  IN RESPONSE TO THIS COMMENT AND PURSUANT TO SECTION XXVI OF THE JDF CONSENT ORDER, THE US EPA
HELD A 60-DAY (FROM SEPTEMBER 29, 1989 THROUGH NOVEMBER 29, 1989) TECHNICAL NEGOTIATION PERIOD WITH THE WDNR
AND THE PRP STEERING COMMITTEE (COMPRISED OF REPRESENTATIVES FROM THE CITY OF JANESVILLE, GENERAL MOTORS
CORPORATION, PARKER PEN CO. AND TECUMSEEH CO.)  THE POINTS ADDRESSED IN THIS LETTER WERE DISCUSSED AND SOME
CHANGES WERE MADE TO THE US EPA'S PROPOSED PLAN, AS NOTED WITHIN THIS RESPONSE AND WITHIN SECTION VIII OF THE
ROD.  IN REGARD TO YOUR COMMENT STATING THAT THE US EPA HAS IMPROPERLY DE-EMPHASIZED COST AS A FACTOR TO BE
CONSIDERED IN ITS SELECTION OF PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES, THE US EPA DISAGREES.  RCRA IS A PARTY TO THIS PROJECT
AND RCRA DOES NOT CONSIDER COST TO BE AN ISSUE IN REMEDIATION UNLESS THERE ARE TWO EQUAL PROCESSES AND IF ONE



IS LESS COSTLY THAN THE OTHER, THEN COST MAY BE CONSIDERED IN THE SELECTION OF A PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE.  IN
RESPONSE TO THE INDIVIDUAL POINTS OF THIS COMMENT THE FOLLOWING RESPONSES ARE MADE:

A)  "1985" SITE:  AFTER EVALUATION OF PUBLIC COMMENTS AND ADDITIONAL TECHNICAL INFORMATION RECEIVED FROM THE
PRP STEERING COMMITTEE, THE US EPA'S PREFERRED REMEDY AS STATED IN THE PROPOSED PLAN HAS BEEN CHANGED, FOR
REASONS AS STATED WITHIN THE ROD, FROM REQUIRING A CAP COMPLIANT WITH WAC NR 181.44(13) TO A CAP COMPLIANT
WITH WAC NR 504.07.  THE US EPA AND THE WDNR, STRONGLY BELIEVE THAT THIS REMEDY IS BOTH PRACTICAL AND COST
EFFECTIVE FOR REASONS AS STATED BELOW.

A-1)  THE US EPA (CERCLA AND RCRA), IN CONSULTATION WITH THE WDNR, BELIEVE THAT THE FINDINGS OF THE RI ARE
NOT CONCLUSIVE AS TO WHICH SITE, THE 1978 OR THE 1985 SITE, OR BOTH, IS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE CONTAMINATION
FOUND WITHIN WELL 1R.  AS STATED WITHIN THE RI REPORT, WELL IR IS LOCATED DOWNGRADIENT OF THE 1985 SITE, AND
THEREFORE IS CAPABLE OF DETECTING ANY CONTAMINANTS THAT MAY BE LEAKING FROM THAT SITE.  ALSO, THE RI REPORT
STATES THAT THE SOURCE OF THE CONTAMINATION IN WELL 1R IS NOT CLEAR; THE CONTAMINATION MAY BE FROM THE 1978
SITE, THE 1985 SITE, OR BOTH.  FURTHER MORE, THE IMPACTED WELL IS PART OF THE RCRA MONITORING SYSTEM FOR THE
1985 SITE.  WHILE IT IS ENTIRELY POSSIBLE THAT THE CONTAMINATION IS FROM SOURCES OTHER THAN THE 1985 SITE,
THE US EPA AND WDNR BELIEVE THAT THE HIGH LEACHATE HEAD LEVELS WITHIN THE 1985 SITE AND THE COMPARISON OF
CONTAMINANTS FOUND WITHIN THE LEACHATE AND IN THE GROUNDWATER (AS NOTED IN RESPONSE 7A-2 BELOW), THE 1985
SITE CANNOT BE RULED OUT AS A LIKELY SOURCE OF THE WELL 1R CONTAMINATION.  UNDER THE HAZARDOUS WASTE
REGULATIONS, THE CITY OF JANESVILLE HAS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF DEMONSTRATING THAT A  SOURCE OTHER THAN THE
1985 SITE IS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE CONTAMINATION.  THIS HAS NOT BEEN DONE.

A-2)  THE US EPA AND THE WDNR DO NOT AGREE WITH THIS COMMENT.  ACCORDING TO TABLE 16 OF THE RI REPORT
(SUMMARY OF ORGANIC COMPOUNDS IN LEACHATE - ROUND 1) RESULTS OF SAMPLES FROM THE LEACHATE WELLS AT HE 1978
SITE AND THE LEACHATE MANHOLE AT THE 1985 SITE, WERE COMPARED.  BOTH SITES SHOWED DETECTIONS OF BENZENE,
ETHYLBENZENE, XYLENES, AND TOLUENE.  IN FACT, THE LEVEL OF TOLUENE WA FOUND AT HIGHER CONCENTRATIONS WITHIN
THE 1985 SITE THAN WITHIN THE 1978 SITE.  THIS FACT, ALONG WITH THE HIGH LEACHATE HEAD LEVELS FOUND WITHIN
THE 1985 SITE (AS MENTIONED LATER IN PART A-7 OF THIS RESPONSE)  IMPLIES THAT IT IS A STRONG POSSIBILITY THAT
THE CONTAMINATION FOUND IN WELL IR MAY BE ATTRIBUTED TO THE 1985 SITE.  THEREFORE, IT IS THE OPINION OF THE
US EPA AND THE WDNR THAT CAP IMPROVEMENTS ARE NEEDED FOR THE 1985 SITE.

A-3)  AS STATED IN THE RI REPORT, WELL IR IS LOCATED DOWNGRADIENT OF THE 1985 SITE.  EVEN THOUGH GROUNDWATER
QUALITY IN WELLS 3 AND 4, ALSO DOWNGRADIENT OF THE 1985 SITE, IS FOUND TO BE SIMILAR TO BACKGROUND
GROUNDWATER QUALITY, AS YOUR COMMENT MENTIONS, THE CONTAMINATION MAY BE LOCALIZED.  USUALLY, NOT ALL WELLS
WITHIN A MONITORING SYSTEM PICKUP A RELEASE FROM A SITE, BUT IF A SYSTEM IS WORKING CORRECTLY, AT LEAST ONE
WELL IN THE SYSTEM WILL DETECT A RELEASE IF A RELEASE IS OCCURRING.  AS INDICATED ABOVE IN PART A-2 OF THIS
RESPONSE, THE 1985 SITE IS A LIKELY SOURCE OF THE CONTAMINANTS FOUND WITHIN WELL 1R.

A-4)  THE ISSUE REGARDING THE SIDE SLOPES AND THE SLIDING OF MATERIALS OFF OF THE LANDFILL SLOPES IS NO
LONGER A MAJOR ISSUE.  THE CAPPING REMEDY FOR THE 1985 SITE HAS BEEN CHANGED FROM THE NR 1818.44(13) CAP, AS
MENTIONED WITHIN THE US EPA'S PROPOSED PLAN AND IN THIS COMMENT, TO A WAC NR 504.07CAP AS FURTHER DESCRIBED
WITHIN THE ROD.  RCRA FEELS THAT IT WOULD BE JUSTIFIED TO REQUIRE AN NR 181.44(13) CAP THROUGH ITS CORRECTIVE
ACTION AUTHORITIES, BUT SINCE THE WAC NR 504.07 CAP, ALONG WITH THE LANDFILL GAS EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT,
AND THE IMPROVEMENTS TO THE LEACHATE COLLECTION SYSTEM WILL ACHIEVE THE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS, THEY HAVE
CONCURRED ON THE LESS STRINGENT CAP.  THE WAC NR 504.07 CAP OF THE 1985 SITE SHALL BE TIED IN WITH THE NR
504.07 CAP SELECTED FOR THE 1978 SITE.

A-5)  THE EXISTING CAP DID MEET THE ORIGINAL CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS SET OUT IN WAC NR 181.44(12), BUT DUE TO
THE FINDINGS OF THE RI (SEE RESPONSE TO A-2 ABOVE) AND THE FACT THAT THIS LANDFILL HAS HAD MAINTENANCE
PROBLEMS IN THE PAST, THE US EPA AND THE WDNR FEEL JUSTIFIED IN SELECTING/REQUIRING CAP IMPROVEMENTS FOR THE
1985 SITE.  YOUR CITATION TO 40 CFR 265.10 IS INCORRECT AND IF THE CORRECT CITATION IS 40 CFR 265.310, THEN
RCRA STATES THAT THE CLOSURE STANDARDS AND   POST-CLOSURE CARE STANDARDS FOR THE LANDFILL'S CAP HAVE CLEARLY
NOT BEEN MET.  THE PRESENT CAP HAS SETTLED.  SLUMPED AND HAS DEEP CRACKS IN THE SURFACE.  POST-CLOSURE CARE
AND MAINTENANCE HAVE NOT BEEN PERFORMED ON THE CAP.

A-6)  THE US EPA AND THE WDNR BELIEVE THAT THE REVISED SELECTED CAPPING ALTERNATIVE, MEETING THE REQUIREMENTS
OF WAC NR 504.07, IS THE MOST COST-EFFECTIVE CAPPING ALTERNATIVE TO ADDRESS THE FROST LINE PROTECTION,



REDUCTION OF THE LEACHATE HEAD LEVELS (IN COMBINATION WITH THE LEACHATE COLLECTION SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS) AND
THE REDUCTION OF INFILTRATION OF PRECIPITATION THROUGH THE LANDFILL COVER.  WITHIN WARZYN'S LETTER, DATED
NOVEMBER 30, 1989, TO DAN COZZA OF THE US EPA, WARZYN STATES "WARZYN BELIEVES THE  UPGRADED LEACHATE
COLLECTION SYSTEM IN COMBINATION WITH THE WAC NR 504 CAP WILL SUBSTANTIALLY REDUCE THE    POTENTIAL FOR
RELEASE OF CONTAMINANTS FROM THE "1985" SITE TO GROUNDWATER."

A-7)  THE PROPOSED PLAN DID NOT STATE THAT CAISSONS MUST BE INSTALLED TO ADDRESS THE EXCESSIVE LEVELS OF
LEACHATE WITHIN THE 1985 SITE, BUT MERELY STATED THAT A SYSTEM SUCH AS CAISSONS MAY BE CONSIDERED.  THE
SELECTED REMEDY WITHIN THE ROD IS CONSISTENT WITH THE PROPOSED PLAN IN THAT IT STATES THAT THE LEACHATE
COLLECTION SYSTEM WILL BE IMPROVED SO THAT THE ONE FOOT OR LESS OF LEACHATE HEAD WILL BE PRESENT ABOVE THE
LANDFILL LINER.  THE METHOD MAY BE WHAT WAS SUGGESTED WITHIN THIS COMMENT, BUT THE EXACT SYSTEM WILL BE
DETERMINED WITHIN THE REMEDIAL DESIGN STAGE OF THE PROJECT.

B)  DURING THE 60-DAY TECHNICAL NEGOTIATION PERIOD WITH THE PRP STEERING COMMITTEE, THE US EPA AND THE WDNR
DETERMINED THAT THERE ARE NO ARARS FOR SITE CLOSURE FOR THE 1963 SITE.  HOWEVER, IF CONTAMINATION WAS SHOWN
TO BE ATTRIBUTED TO THE 1963 SITE RCRA CORRECTIVE ACTION MAY REQUIRE CAP IMPROVEMENTS SINCE THE 1963 SITE IS
CONSIDERED A SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT UNIT, BEING CONTIGUOUS WITH THE JAB, A RCRA-REGULATED UNIT. THE ROD,
SECTION VIII, INDICATES THE CHANGES TO THE PROPOSED PLAN, STATING THAT ONLY ACCESS/LAND USE RESTRICTIONS AND
CONTINUED GROUNDWATER MONITORING WILL BE THE SELECTED REMEDY FOR THE 1963 SITE.

C)  THE SELECTED REMEDY REGARDING THE GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION HAS NOT CHANGED FROM THE PREFERRED REMEDY AS
STATED WITHIN THE US EPA'S PROPOSED PLAN.  RESPONSES TO THE COMMENTS ARE AS FOLLOWS.

C-1)  DUE TO CONTAMINATION EXCEEDING FEDERAL MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT LEVELS (MCLS) AND THE STATE'S ENFORCEMENT
STANDARDS FOR SEVERAL CONTAMINANTS, THE US EPA (CERCLA AND RCRA) AND THE WDNR ARE REQUIRING GROUNDWATER PUMP
AND TREAT AS THEIR SELECTED REMEDY FOR GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION.  UNDER RCRA, REMEDIATION IS BASED ON
STANDARDS, SUCH AS MCLS, WHICH MAY BE BASED ON RISK LEVELS.  ALTERNATIVE CONCENTRATION LIMITS (ACLS) WERE
DETERMINED BY US EPA (CERCLA AND RCRA) AND THE WDNR TO BE INAPPROPRIATE IN THIS CASE SINCE MCLS HAVE BEEN
EXCEEDED FOR SEVERAL CONTAMINANTS AND THE SITE BORDER IS OVER 1,000 FEET FROM THE POINT OF DISCHARGE, THE
ROCK RIVER, WITH PRIVATE PROPERTY LOCATED BETWEEN THE TWO.  THE AQUIFER THAT IS CONTAMINATED BY THE JDF MAY
BE CLASSIFIED, AS PER THE PROPOSED NCP, AS A CLASS II-B AQUIFER - GROUNDWATERS THAT ARE POTENTIAL DRINKING
WATER SOURCES.  THE PROPOSED NCP CONTINUES TO STATE "FOR GROUNDWATER THAT IS OR MAY BE USED FOR  DRINKING
WATER (CLASS I OR II) THE MCLS SET UNDER SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT OR MORE STRINGENT PROMULGATED STATE
STANDARDS, ARE GENERALLY THE APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE STANDARD,"  THE PROPOSED NCP LATER STATES
"THESE PROVISIONS OFFER THE CHOICE OF ESTABLISHING CLEANUP STANDARDS AT BACKGROUND, MCLS OR ALTERNATIVE
CONCENTRATION LIMITS (ACLS).  IN SETTING REMEDIATION LEVELS, THE SUPERFUND PROGRAM GENERALLY USES THE MCL
OTHER HEALTH-BASED STANDARDS CRITERIA, OR ADVISORIES WHICH ARE EQUIVALENT OF A HEALTH-BASED ACL UNDER RCRA." 
SINCE THERE ARE CONTAMINANTS IN GROUNDWATER THAT EXCEED FEDERAL MCLS AND STATE ENFORCEMENT STANDARDS, AND
EVEN THOUGH THERE ARE NO PRESENT USES OF THE PORTIONS OF THE AQUIFER LOCATED BETWEEN THE JDF AND THE ROCK
RIVER, THE US EPA AND THE WDNR ARE REQUIRING GROUNDWATER PUMP AND TREAT TO PROTECT THE ENVIRONMENT
(GROUNDWATER DISCHARGES TO THE ROCK RIVER AND VOCS HAVE BEEN DETECTED IN THE RIVER) AND TO PROTECT HUMAN
HEALTH AND WELFARE BY ADDRESSING THE GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION THROUGH TREATMENT WHICH WILL QUICKEN THE TIME
FRAME IN WHICH THE AQUIFER MAY BECOME SAFE FOR HUMAN CONSUMPTION.  ALSO, CERCLA SECTION 121 (D)(2)(B)(II)
STATES THAT ACLS MAY NOT BE USED TO ESTABLISH APPLICABLE STANDARDS IF THE PROCESS ASSUMES A POINT OF HUMAN
EXPOSURE BEYOND THE BOUNDARY OF THE FACILITY AND IF THERE IS OR MAY BE A STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT INCREASE
OF CONTAMINANTS AT THAT POINT OF ENTRY.  SINCE CONTAMINANTS HAVE BEEN DETECTED WITHIN THE ROCK RIVER,
ORIGINATING FROM EITHER PARKER PEN OR FROM JDF, AND SINCE THE RI CONCLUDES THAT GROUNDWATER FROM THE JDF AREA
DISCHARGES INTO THE ROCK RIVER, IT CAN BE CONCLUDED THAT THERE IS OR MAY BE STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT
INCREASE (A DETECTION) OF CONTAMINANTS FROM THE JDF AND THEREFORE, ACLS MAY NOT BE USED.

C-2)  THIS COMMENT MAY BE ANSWERED IN PART BY THE RESPONSE TO C-1.  IN ADDITION, THE JAB STILL CONTAINS
WASTES, OR THE RESIDUALS THEREOF, AS SHOWN BY THE RI REPORT.  SO, GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION MAY INDEED
CONTINUE OVERTIME, EVEN THOUGH THE PRESENT CAP AT THE JAB IS BELIEVED TO BE SIGNIFICANT TO PREVENT THE JAB. 
ALSO, IT IS DIFFICULT TO STATE THAT THE COMPARISON OF WATER QUALITY DATA COLLECTED BY PARKER PEN SUGGESTS
THAT SOME IMPROVEMENTS HAVE ALREADY OCCURRED SINCE RI DATA WAS COLLECTED ONE YEAR EARLIER, SINCE DIFFERENT
LABS AND POSSIBLY DIFFERENT FIELD AND LAB PROCEDURES WERE USED THAN WITH THE RI INVESTIGATION.



WITH REGARDS TO COMBINING THE JDF GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION WITH THAT TO BE DESIGNED FOR THE CONTAMINATION
ASSOCIATED WITH PARKER PEN, THE US EPA AND WDNR STILL BELIEVE THE MOST ECONOMICAL APPROACH IS TO COMBINE THE
TWO GROUNDWATER PUMP AND TREAT SYSTEMS INTO ONE.  IF THE SYSTEM ARE COMBINED THE JDF RESPONDENTS MUST PROVIDE
THE ASSURANCES THAT THE GROUNDWATER PUMP AND TREAT SYSTEM WILL ADDRESS THE MCL/STATE ENFORCEMENT STANDARD
EXCEEDENCES FOUND DOWNGRADIENT OF THE JDF, EVEN AFTER PARKER PEN HAS ACHIEVED ITS CLEANUP GOALS AS SET BY THE
WDNR.  IF THE TWO SYSTEMS ARE NOT COMBINED FOR ONE REASON OR ANOTHER, THEN AS STATED WITHIN THE ROD, THE JDF
RESPONDENTS WILL IMPLEMENT THEIR OWN GROUNDWATER PUMP AND TREAT SYSTEM TO ADDRESS THE MCL/STATE ENFORCEMENT
STANDARD EXCEEDANCES.

C-3)  WAC NR 140 DOES NOT REQUIRE A GROUNDWATER PUMP AND TREAT SYSTEM OR ANY OTHER PARTICULAR TECHNOLOGY.  NR
140 DOES, HOWEVER, REQUIRE THAT ENFORCEMENT STANDARDS ARE ADDRESSED BY TAKING ONE OR MORE ACTIONS AS OUTLINED
IN TABLE 6 OF NR 140.  THE NR 140 REQUIREMENTS WHICH ARE IMPOSED THROUGH THE NR 181 CORRECTIVE ACTION
REQUIREMENTS WHICH ARE APPLICABLE TO THE JAB AND THE 1985 SITES.  181 REQUIRES THAT A FACILITY REMOVE OR
TREAT IN WASTE UNIT.  SO, SINCE STATE ENFORCEMENT STANDARDS ARE EXCEEDED, AS STATED WITHIN NR 140, TREATMENT
OPTIONS ARE PREFERRED TO ADDRESS THESE EXCEEDANCES.  ALSO, EVEN THOUGH THE 1985 AND 1978 SITES WILL RECEIVE
CAP IMPROVEMENTS, THE AREA THAT IS BELIEVED TO BE CONTRIBUTING TO THE MAJOR PORTION OF THE PRESENT
CONTAMINATION FROM THE JDF, THE JAB, WILL NOT RECEIVE CAPPING IMPROVEMENTS (AS DISCUSSED IN THE RESPONSE FOR
C-2).

C-4)  OF THE TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES PRESENTED WITHIN THE FS, ADDRESSING THE GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION, THE
GROUNDWATER PUMP TREAT ALTERNATIVE SELECTED IS THE MOST COST EFFECTIVE.  THE GROUNDWATER PUMP AND TREAT
ALTERNATIVE SELECTED (ALTERNATIVE 11).  AS DESCRIBED WITHIN THE ROD IS COST EFFECTIVE WHEN COMPARED TO THE
OTHER GROUNDWATER TREATMENT OPTION PRESENTED WITHIN THE FS REPORT, ALTERNATIVE 12.  GROUNDWATER IN-SITU
TREATMENT.  BOTH ALTERNATIVES WILL ACHIEVE BASICALLY THE SAME CLEANUP GOALS.  ALSO THE METHOD IN WHICH
ALTERNATIVE 11 IS DESCRIBED IN THE ROD, THE FLEXIBILITY OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE SYSTEM IS SIMILAR IN NATURE
TO THAT MENTIONED IN THE COMMENT, IN THAT AIR STRIPPING OR OTHER AIR TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES WILL BE
IMPLEMENTED IF NEEDED, AS WELL AS ANY TREATMENT THAT MAY BE NEEDED TO ADDRESS INORGANIC PARAMETERS IN THE
GROUNDWATER TO ENABLE ANY DISCHARGE TO.  IN CONCLUSION, THE US EPA AND THE WDNR DO NOT BELIEVE THAT THE
REMEDIES, AS STATED WITHIN THE ROD, ARE INAPPROPRIATE OR IMPRACTICAL, BUT ARE COST-EFFECTIVE AND ARE
NECESSARY TO ASSURE PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH WELFARE AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  AS STATED PREVIOUSLY, CHANGES TO
THE US EPA'S PROPOSED PLAN, DUE TO THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND THE 60-DAY TECHNICAL NEGOTIATION PERIOD WITH
THE JDF STEERING COMMITTEE, ARE STATED WITHIN SECTION VIII OF THE ROD. 


